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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Romer has this week entered upon the hearing 
of the actions which were recently transferred to him, and, 
unless there should occur two or three cases of a lengthy descrip- 
tion, such as were before him during the last three weeks, he 
will have made a considerable reduction in his list of actions 
before the Courts rise for the Vacation. 





Lorp Herscuett is still continuing his assistance on four 
days in each week in Court of Appeal No. II,, in the hearing of 
Chancery final appeals. The list of those appeals is so far re- 
duced that there is a strong ——- that the loss occasioned 
by the prolonged absence of Justice Lixp.ey will not result 
in any appreciable increase in the number of Chancery final 
appeals to be carried over to the list of Hilary, 1896. 





THE RETIRING pension which Mr. Guosrsr, the late cause 
clerk, will receive on his retirement has been ascertained by his 
friends to be insufficient to support him and his family for the 
remainder of his days. Hence a fund is being raised by his 
colleagues, and an appeal is being made to members of the pro- 
fession who do not occupy any official position, but who 
a his services, and the ready courtesy in the di 
of his duties over a long course of years, which was Mr. 
GtosrEr’s uniform characteristic. Subscriptions cy, dnl ee to 
Mr. Hut, the new Cause Clerk, Room 136, Royal 





Tue sEeNncHERS of the Inns of Court having adopted the 
report of a joint committee recommending the ting the in- 
dispensable £600 a year for the support of the Council 
of the Bar; withdrawing the conditions previously proposed, but 
stipulating that “the Inns of Court do not ize, and the 
council of the Bar in accepting it shall not claim, any right to 
exercise any of the jurisdiction, powers, or privileges of the Inns 
of Court,” a meeting of the Bar was held on Wednesday to con- 
sider the benchers’ reply; which, together with the conditions, 
was all but unanimously agreed to. This course was, no doubt, 
in accordance with common sense, but it affords a somewhat 
curious contrast to the extensive claims which were origi 
put forward for the new representative body of the Bar. 
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By a most unwise and unfortunate act on the part of someone, 
an account has been sent to the Zimes (obviously derived mainly 
from the memoranda accompanying the draft Bills) of the 
general contents of the alternative Bills which, as many of our 
readers have known for some time, have been, and still are, 
under consideration by the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society. It is hardly necessary to say that these draft Bills 
were deemed by the Council to be in the nature of con- 
fidential documents. They were to be discussed on Friday 
of this week by the Council with the representatives of the 
provincial law societies, and until this discussion has taken 
place, it is impossible to say what will be the contents of 
the measure to be brought before Parliament. The effect of 
the publication of the statement in the TZimes will be to 
represent to the general public (including the members of 
the Legislature) that the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society are hopelessly divided upon the question of even 
the elementary lines on which legislation should proceed. 
On the one hand, the memorandum of one Bill is represented 
as stating that “‘ Mr. Wotsrennotme has expressed the opinion 
that a system of protection in the nature of caveats and inhibi- 
tions was absolutely essential to any chance of getting the Bill 
through the Legislature, and he had worked out a scheme 
providing for them in sections 13 to 23 of the Bill, to the effect 
that there should be kept at the office of Land Registry a 
Register of Cautions and a Register of Inhibitions to be lodged 
under this Act, and any person requiring a search may apply 
by post to the registrar to effect the search, and the registrar 
shall file a certificate and send a copy to the person requiring 
it by return of post, and such certificate shall be conclusive, 
will become part of the purchaser’s documents of title, and will 
relieve future dealers with the land from the necessity of 
making an inquiry in respect of any cautions or inhibitions 
which may appear on the register against the former owner.” 
And, on the other hand, the President is represented as stating 
in his memorandum that the draft Bill which is understood to 
be favoured by the majority of the Council, and which has 
been drafted by the most eminent living conveyancer, is 
“not an adequate solution of the present difficulty”; that 
“the analogy sought to be worked out between stocks and 
shares, and land, is false and misleading ”’ ; and that, ‘‘ followed 
to its logical conclusion, it must lead to a registry such as exists 
with registered stocks and shares, and ultimately to land 
warrants to bearer”; and, that “the provision that the Land 
Registrar shall keep a register of this nature will inevitably 
wreck the measure and strengthen the hands of those who 
desire a Land Registry Bill like that of last Session.” This is 
no doubt strong language even for a private memorandum, 
which, so long as it remains private, comes only into the hands 


of persons acquainted with the circumstances under which the | affairs of the Liberator and the House and Land Investment j 





i 
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and by the profession at large. We confess we have no great 
hope of the result. The council appear to us to have in this 
matter abdicated the position they should hold of deciding on a 
line of policy and ‘‘ educating” the profession up to it. Al- 
though we recognize the great difficulties which surround the 
question, we cannot —_ thinking that they might have been 
surmounted by a somewhat firmer method of dealing with the 
matter. “ 





Tue Crown has secured a conviction against Batrovr on the 
second indictment that has been tried, and on Thursday Bruce, 
J., passed sentence upon him in respect of both indictments, 
and against Brock and Morrtt THEosarp in respect of the 
first indictment. The sentences shew that the judge, in agree- 
ment with what has throughout been matter of notoriety, 
recognized a grave difference between the culpability of the 
different offenders. As we noticed last week, the charges in the 
first case related to the conduct of the defendants as directors 
of the Lands Allotment Co. in making false entries in the books 
of the company and in circulating false accounts. The interest 
of the defendants was apparently limited to the receipt of their 
fees as directors, but the effect of their misrepresentations was 
to extract from the public large sums of money, the greater 
part of which were lost when disaster overtook the Balfour 
companies. For these offences Batrour has been sentenced to 
seven years’ penal servitude, and Brock and THEosaLD respec- 
tively to nine and four months’ imprisonment, with hard labour, 
There is no doubt that Broox acted under the influence of 
Batrour, and Tuosatp, though too late, secedéd from the 
company because he disapproved of the policy pursued. In the 
second case Batrour was convicted of appropriating to his own 
use moneys of the House and Land Investment Trust, a com- 
pany of which he was chairman. A sum of £20,000 was added 
to the price of property at Whitehall, purchased by the Trust. A 
large part of this—probably half—went into Batrovr’s pockets, 
The matter was arranged by passing the property through 
Hobbs & Co., and in his explanatory statement Batrovg 
attempted to make it appear that whatever he received was in 
the form of commission voluntarily paid by the directors of that 
eompany. But the connection of the various companies was too 
close, and Batrovur’s influence too preponderant, for the ex- 
planation to be accepted. Under more favourable circumstances 
the money might have been treated as a secret commission, the 
subject only of civil proceedings. Judged by the surrounding 
facts, it was a misappropriation of the moneys of the trust. 
For this fraud Bruce, J., pronounced a sentence of seven 
years’ penal servitude to follow the former sentence. Here 
the matter is to end. The Crown will not proceed with 
the other indictments, which relate, among other things, to the 


two drafts are put forward, merely as candidates for ultimate | Trust, and this decision is doubtless a wise one. The investiga- 


adoption in their present or a somewhat modified form. But to 
the general public, including the members of the Legislature, 


tion, so far as it has gone, taken with the previous trials of 
Wericut, Hoxsss, and Newman, has revealed quite enough to 


the effect of the publication of the statement in the Times will be | shew the constitution and management of the various com- 


to lead to an impression that solicitors cannot agree, and don’t | panies. 


It would be going too far to say that they were 


want to agree, upon any amendment of the present system of | altogether fraudulent, but it is clear that they were part of 8 


conveyancing. 





Ir wz might venture to speak after the plain fashion favoured 


by the president, we should say that the question has been | 


continuously muddled. The first mistake was in deprecating 


any resolution at the Liverpool meeting which would fetter the | 


hands of the council. What was really wanted was some reso- 
lution which would bind the council to come to a decision and 
to act on such decision. The second mistake was the feeble course 
of submitting instructions to Mr. Wo.srennotme leaving it to 
him to consider and prepare such a Bill as he should think best 
cealeulated to amend and simplify, and therefore cheapen, con- 
veyancing. This meant, apparently, ‘‘ we cannot agree, and must 
leave it to you to do as you think best.” Thethird mistake was, 
when Mr. Worsrzxnoiuz had framed a Bill in accordance with 
his own views, in permitting a rival Bill to be run. And the 


fourth mistake was in attempting to keep the matter secret. If | } 
the council could not agree, the best course would have been, | The subject did not come up before the Court of Appeal until 


before ing any B 


scheme for Baxrovr’s self-aggrandisement, and in pursuance 
of this scheme he was reckless of the ruin which might fall, 


and which in the result did fall, upon the multitudes whom he 


deceived. 





Tuz casz of Re Jeffery, Arnold vy. Burt (44 W. R. 61; 1896, 
2 Ch. 577), is a satisfactory close to the unfortunate chapter of 
litigation that began with Re Jeffery, Burt v. Arnold (39 W. B. 
234; 1891, 1 Oh. 671), and had the effegt of discrediting the 
maintenance power supplied by section 43 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881. Nonrun, J.,inthe earlier casedecided that accumulations 
of income of a fund, bequeathed to the children of A. attaining 
twenty-one, belonged to such of them as had attained twenty- 
one at the time the income accrued, to the exclusion of the 
others, with the result that, section 43 notwithstanding, the 
income of the fund could not be resorted to for the infants 
maintenance: see Ite Dickson (88 W. R. 511, 29 Oh. D. 331), 


to state the reasons for and against | 1894, when the doctrine of Le Jeffery, Burt v. Arnold, was 
each view, and let them be threshed out in the legal journals | disapproved in Re Lolford (42 W. R. 563; 1894, 3 Oh, 30), 
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Livptzy, L.J., in his judgment, in which Lorzs, L.J., con- 
curred, saying explicitly that Re Jefery proceeded upon a mis- 
conception of the cases, and could not be supported (1894, 3 Ch., 
. 46). But in Re Holford the class was closed at the testator’s 
death, and the maximum number of shares was consequently 
ascertained, whereas in Re Jeffery this was not so, the class 
being liable to increase, and the question was raised in Re 
Jeffery, Arnold v. Burt, whether the facts fell within the decision 
of the Court of Appeal in Re Holford. The authority of 
Furneaux v. Rucker (W.N., 1879, p. 135), one of the cases on 
which Norra, J., based his first decision in Re Jeffery, had mean- 
while been annihilated by the criticisms of the Court of Ap 
in Re Woodin (43 W. R. 615; 1895, 2 Ch, 309): see 1895, 2 Ch., 
p. 318, per Kay, LJ. In Re Jeffery, Arnold v. Burt, Noxru, J., 
was asked to determine whether infants were entitled to share 
in the income of the fund, and, if they were, to allow mainten- 
ance under section 43 out of the contingent shares of infants in 
the income, and, notwithstanding the distinction in the facts, 
Nortu, J., decided that the case was governed by Re Holford. 
Linptzy, L.J., in that case had distinguished the principal 
authorities relied upon as supporting Re Jeffery, Burt v. Arnold, 
upon the ground that not one of them decided the rights inter se 
of the existing members of a class of persons contingently en- 
titled to property, and had arrived at the conclusion, on the one 
hand, that there was no sense in saying that one of a class took 
the whole income in which others of the same class had already 
a contingent interest which might become absolute, and, on the 
other hand, that to treat the future possible rights of unborn 
rsons as existing rights, even if only contingent, would have 
een to depart from sound principles with no sufficient justifica- 
tion, see 1894, 3 Ch., p. 46. Norrn, J., held that this judgment 
was applicable to the case before him, and treated his first 
decision in Re Jeffrey as overruled by Re Holford. 





Ir not unfrequently happens in divorce proceedings, after a 
decree absolute has been obtained, that difficulty is yy 
in enforcing an order made upon the guilty husband for 
tenance. It is useful to call attention to the case of Newton v. 
Newton, which came before Barnes, J., last Monday, as shewing 
that a method exists for bringing the delinquent to book. In 
that case the decree nisi had been obtained in April, and the 
decree absolute in November, of this year, the petitioner being 
the wife. The respondent was stated to be entitled to a sum of 
£16,000, and the registrar had reported that £5,000 would be a 
ee sum for him to secure to the petitioner for maintenance. 

twas also stated that the respondent had, when served with 
the petition for maintenance, closed his banking account. Under 
these circumstances, the petitioner moved to confirm the regis- 
trar’s report as to maintenance, and for an injunction restraining 
the respondent from putting his property out of the control of 
the court. The application was successful, the learned judge 
ordering that the respondent should secure the £5,000, and 
granting the injunction till it was secured. Authority is not 
wanting in support of this order. In Sidney v. Sidney (17 L, T. 
9), where a husband had neglected to ry with an order to 
secure maintenance, and it appeared that he had settled a large 
part of his property on his second marriage and was making 
away with the rest, an injunction was granted to restrain him 
from so doing, and it was referred to one of the conveyancing 
counsel of the court to settle a deed securing the maintenance, 
Newton v. Newton (11 P. D. 11) is not inconsistent with this case ; 
& similar injunction was refused there solely on the ground that 
no order for alimony had yet been made; the Judicature Act, 
1875, s. 25, as was pointed out by Sir James Hannen in that 
case, did not enlarge the powers of the court to grant an 
injunction, and, in the absence of an existing order for alimony, 
the court could not restrain a respondent from dealing with his 
property merely guia ¢imet. But where an order is in force, the 
power of the court to grant an injunction seems clear, Any 
reluctance on the part of a respondent to execute the deed of 
security can be overcome by an order, under section 14 of the 
Judicature Act, 1884, that the registrar shall exeoute the deed 
for him, This course was adopted in Howarth v. Howarth (11 
P. D. 68), affirmed by the Court of Appeal (#d. p. 95); and, of 
course, compliance with the injunction as to dealing with pro- 





perty can be enforced by attachment, It seems difficult, there- 
‘ore, for a respondent to evade the effects of an order to secure 
maintenance when once it has been made. 





A vornt of some interest arose in the case of British 
Wagon Co. v. Gray in the Court of Appeal on Monday 
last. The appeal was by the plaintifis from a refusal by 
Maruew, J., in chambers to give leave to serve the writ of 
summons on the defendant in Scotland. The plaintiffs were an 
English company and the defendant a domiciled Scotchman, 
and the action was to recover the hire of coal wagons let by the 
plaintiffs to the defendant upon the terms of a written agree- 
ment. The agreement did not specify a place for payment, but 
it was contended (and assumed by the court for the purposes of 
their decision) that agony was to be at the plaintifte’ office in 
England. So far, the case a to fall exactly within the 
exception contained in R. 8. C., ord. 11, r. 1 (¢), which provides, 
in effect, that the writ in an action for breach within the juris- 
diction of a contract which ought to be performed within the 
jurisdiction may be allowed by the court to be served outside 
the jurisdiction ‘ unless the defendant is domiciled or ordinarily 
resident in Scotland or Ireland.” There would have been no 
doubt whatever that no leave for service outside the jurisdiction 
could be given in the present case had it not been for a clause 
in the agreement containing the contract :—‘This agreement 
shall in all respects be construed and carried into effect accord- 
ing to the law of England, and for the purposes thereof the 
tenant (viz., the defendant) hereby submits to the jurisdiction of 
the High Court of Justice in England.” This clause, it was 
urged, put it within the power of the court to allow service on 
the defendant, for although domiciled in Scotland he had ex- 
pressly bound himself to submit to the jurisdiction. Two cases 
appear to have been cited in support of this contention— Zhe 
MH, Moxham (1 P. D. 107) and Tharsis Sulphur, §c., Co. v. Société 
des Métauxz (60 L. T. 924)—but neither of them can, on examina- 
tion, be considered as bearing on the point raised in the t 
case; and it would be difficult to find an authority the 
proposition that parties can by their private contract give 
Jurisdiction to a court in a case in which its own rules expressly 
declare that it shall have none. Here the rules lay it down 
that service on a Scotch defendant shall not be allowed in an 
action for breach of contract. ‘‘ How,” as Kay, LJ., put it, 
‘could the contract give the court power to do that which the 
rule said that the court could not do?” The appeal was dis- 
missed, and the defendant may be thankful that the English 
court gives him a greater degree of protection than he seems to 
have bargained for even in his own contract. 





Wuar ne the functions of the Court of Appeal when deciding 
on a question of fact, which has already been adjudicated upon 
by a judge sitting without a jury? If the correctness of the 
verdict of a jury is in question, then, as is well-known, the 
court will not order a new trial unless the jury could not, as 
reasonable men, have arrived at the verdict upon the evidence 
before them. If, however, the facts have found by a 
judge, they may be brought before the Court of Appeal, and 
primd facie, it is for the Court of Appeal to ounce its own 
penenest according to the evidence. But where the evidence 

been given orally, it is very seldom that the Court of 
Appeal will interfere. The judge of first instance has the advan- 
tage of seeing the witnesses, he is in a better position than 
the Court of Appeal to determine on which side is the truth. 
But where the evidence is in writing, as where it is by affidavit, 
or where it has been taken on commission, the same con- 
sideration does not exist, and the Court of Appeal can, 
if it chooses, come to a decision quite irrespective of 
what happened in the court below. Such, however, is not 
the rule which isadopted. In Savage v. ddam (W.N., 1895, 109) 
it was laid down that where a case tried by a judge without a 
i comes to the Court of the jon is that the 
2 i oo Cees Nave oe wan Uae, peat yg 

o appetians te, dieplges @ presumption. case is left in 
doubt, it is the duty of the Court of A not to disturb the 
decision of the court below. In Seourtties Thrust Co. ¥, 
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Massey the Court of Appeal have reaffirmed this rule, the 
Master of the Rolls saying that, even where the evidence is not 
oral, the presumption in favour of the correctness of the original 
decision applies, although not so strongly as where the evidence 
is oral. In either case the Court of Appeal does not decide as a 
purely independent tribunal. The parties have already obtained 
a judicial decision, and this decision must stand unless the 
party impugning it can satisfy the Court of Appeal that it is 
wrong. 





THE EQUITABLE jurisdiction of the Mayor’s Court was discussed 
before Currry, J., last week on an application to remove an 
action by certiorar:. It was stated on one side that the Mayor’s 
Court always had a jury for equity cases unless specially dis- 
pensed with, but it may be doubted whether this large innova- 
tion on the old Chancery procedure really exists. The grounds 
for the application for certiorari were the largeness of the 
amount, the cumbrous procedure, and the complexity of the 
questions to be tried. Very little is known about the equity 
practice. Glyn, Jackson, and Probyn devote about one page, 
out of 148 pages, to the subject, and refer the reader to the old 
editions of Daniel and Aychbourne’s Chancery Practice. It 
appears that discovery could only be obtained by bill, and that 
the defendant who wanted to counter-claim would have to file a 
cross bill. One is inclined to ask in whose interest can this 
antiquated procedure be kept up ? 








CONTRACTS BY LOCAL AUTHORITIES. 


Tue number of local authorities now established throughout 
England with more or less definite powers of entering into 
contracts for the purpose of carrying out the duties entrusted 
to them is so large that it is a matter of serious importance 
both to ‘contractors’? and to their legal advisers, to have 
some acquaintance with those provisions of our law which in- 
dicate the manner in which these contracts must be expressed. 
In some cases such contracts are regulated by the ordinary law 
relating to the contracts of corporate bodies; in others the 
Legislature has thought fit to require that certain matters shall 
be definitely provided for in the contract itself; but in all cases 


‘there is considerable danger of the contract being wholly bad 


if the law which governs it be not carefully complied with. 

One of the most important rules which govern the contracts 
of corporations generally is that such a contract must be under 
seal. “ The rule of law is clear,” says Lord Cotzrimez, O.J., in 
Austin v. Guardians of Bethnal Green (L. R.9 C. P. 91), “that 
prima facie and for general purposes a corporation can only 
contract under seal, for the proper legal mode of authenticating 
the act of a corporation is by means of its seal”; but he adds 
that certain exceptions have been grafted on to this rule, and he 
refers with approval to a passage in Mayor of Ludlow v. Chariton 
(6 M. & W. 815), where it is stated that ‘‘ wherever to hold the 
rule applicable would occasion very great inconvenience, or tend 
to defeat the very object for which the corporation was created, 
the exception has prevailed ; hence the retainer by parol of an 
inferior servant, the doing of acts very frequently recurring, 
or too insignificant to be worth the trouble of affixing the 
common seal, are established exceptions.” Numerous cases 
have been decided in accordance with the principle of the 
exception so stated: for instance, guardians have been held 
liable under parol or unsealed contracts for the price of coal 
To to their workhouse (Nicholson vy. Bradfield Union, L. R. 
1 B. 620), and for the supply of iron gates and sanitary 
conveniences for their workhouse (Saunders vy. St. Neots Union, 
8 Q. B. 810; Clarke v. Cuckfield Union, 21 L, J. Q. B. 349); but, 
on the other hand, a contract under seal has been held necessary 
in the case of the appointment of a medical officer or master of 
a workhouse (Dyte y. St. Pancras, 27 lL. T. 342; Austin v. 
Bethnal Green, whi sup.), and in the case of an order for work 
(such as making « map of the rateable property in a parish) 
which was not necessarily incident to the duties of a board of 

i (Paine vy. Strand Union (8 Q, B. 326). It will be 
noticed that the cases referred to all relate to the contracts of 








poor law guardians, and were decided on the general law, and | to recover. An appeal was brought from this decision, but, a0 


not under any special enactment dealing with their contract 
The sealing, therefore, is the important point to look to in con 
tracts of local bodies not specially dealt with by statute; anj 
where such contracts are so dealt with, the first requireme 
of the Legislature usually is that their contracts shall be unde 
seal. 

But where the Legislature have dealt with the question at al 
they have prescribed several further conditions as to the method 
of contracting, besides the necessity for affixing the comme 
seal. Before entering into them, it may be as well to indica 
(without attempting an exhaustive list) which of the main local 
authorities are free to contract subject to general principles ¢ 
law, and which are bound to conform to the requirements of 
particular statutes. Under the former head come boards @ 
guardians (as we have seen), and also, it would seem, r 
district councils (as the successors of the guardians in the 
capacity of rural sanitary authority), highway boards (whe 
such still exist), public library commissioners, municipal cor 
porations (except when acting as sanitary authorities), ani 
county councils. Among the bodies the form of whose contrac 
is regulated by statute may be mentioned urban district councils, 
municipal corporations (when acting as sanitary authoritig 
under the Public Health Acts), burial boards, inspectors unde 
the Lighting and Watching Act, 1833, and commissioners of 
baths and washhouses. The position of parish councils as ty 
this matter is doubtful: they are a body corporate, but hav 
no common seal (the seal of the chairman and two memben 
being the proper mode of executing an instrument of a parish 
council where a seal is required). They have, no doubt, certain 
powers of contracting, and no special provision as to the form of 
their contracts is contained in the Local Government Act, 1894; 
but, when acting in execution of the powers of an authority whose 
contracts are regulated by a particular statute (¢.7., when acting 
as a burial board or as lighting inspectors or baths commis 
sioners), it would seem that they must conform to the require 
ments of that statute and make their contracts accordingly, 
The statutory provisions as to the contracts of urban sani 
authorities are contained in section 174 of the Public H 
Act, 1875, and they may be taken as an example of the require. 
ments of the Legislature. Similar enactments (with some 
differences) as to the other bodies enumerated as coming under 
the second class will be found in the Burial Act, 1852, s. 31, the 
Lighting and Watching Act, 1833, s. 57, and the Baths and 
Washhouses Act, 1846, s. 26. 

A contract by an urban sanitary authority, the value whereof 
exceeds £50, must be in writing, and sealed with the common 
seal; it must specify (1) the work, materials, &c., to be done or 
supplied ; (2) the price to be paid; (3) the time within whic 
the contract is to be performed ; and (4) some pecuniary penalty 
to be paid in case of non-performance. These requirements art 
imperative, and if the contractor does not see that they ar 
complied with in the contract, he will be unable to recover om 
the contract. The law on this point has been established bys 
long series of decisions, from which it is clear that even if the 
specified works have been executed, the contract is not bindi 
on the local authority if the contract is not in conformity wii 
the provisions of the section. For instance, when a local board 
employed a builder to perform sewerage works, it was held that 
he could not maintain an action, although he had executed the 
works, the contract not being under seal: Vrend v. Dennett (4 
OC. B. N. 8., 576); and in Hunt v. Wimbledon Local Board 
(4 0. P. D. 48) the Court of Appeal came to a similar 
decision in respect to a verbal contract to prepare plans for 
buildings. That case was approved by the Sean of Lords is 
Young v. Mayor of Leamington Spa (8 App. Cas. 517), where the 
contract with the plaintiffs had been mada by the surveyor of the 
local authority acting under the authority of resolutions no 
under seal, and the local authority had had the full benefit of 
the executed works. A recent case on the point is Dritid 
Insulated Wire Co. v¥. Prescot Urban District Council (1895, 2 
Q. B, 463), in which the contract was under the seal of the 
district council, but specified no pecunia enalty for non 
performance. Here, again, the haintifts duly performed 
the contract, but, owing to the absence of a penal provision, 
they were held (by Portock, B., and Wrionr, J.) not entitled 
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arrangement having been made that a new contract with a 
enalty clause should be entered into, no judgments were 
Velivered by the Lords Justices (1895, 2 Q. B. 538). 

It appears clear, therefore, that those provisions of section 174 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, which are contained in sub- 
sections (1) and (2) of that section (and are numbered above 
(1), (2), (3), and (4)) are mandatory, and should on no account 
be disregarded, and the same may be said of similar enact- 
ments in other statutes. The same section (sub-sections (3) 
and (4) ) contains provisions as to the obtaining by the local 
authority of estimates and reports from their surveyor as to the 
cost of, and the best manner of contracting for, the execution of 
works, and as to advertising for tenders. These (and enact- 
ments similar to them) are directory only: as Lord Bramwet. 
said, in Young v. Leamington (supra), they are ‘things to be 
done before contracts are entered into, and done by the urban 
authority, the contractor having nothing to do with the matters 
mentioned.” 

It seems to be unfortunate that a sanitary authority should 
be able (and should desire) to repudiate a contract of which 
they have had the benefit, solely on account of the omission 
from the contract of one of the prescribed particulars; but 
probably in the cases where this appears to have been done 
there was in the background some more substantial ground for 
repudiation on which no decision was necessary. At all events, 
the Legislature, for the protection it may be supposed of the 
ratepayers, and as a safeguard against jobbery, has in certain 
cases laid down conditions the absence of which is fatal to the 
validity of a contract with a local authority, and it behoves 
contractors and their advisers to look closely at any contract 
into which they propose to enter, and to see that it is in accord- 
ance with the statute which regulates the contracts of the 
particular authority with which they are dealing. 























THE MEASURE OF DAMAGES FOR BREACH OF 
COVENANTS TO REPAIR. 


Tue courts have frequently had under consideration the ques- 
tion of the measure to be applied in ascertaining the damages 
payable to a lessor upon a breach by a lessee of covenants 
relating to the repair of the demised buildings. The covenant 
coming in question may be either the covenant to repair during 
the currency of the term, or the covenant to yield up in repair 
on the determination of the term. In the case of the latter 
covenant it is settled that the measure of damages is the sum 
which it would take to put the premises into the state of repair 
in which the tenant is bound to leave them. In Morgan v. 
Hardy (17 Q. B. D. 770) it appeared that, owing to changes in 
the surrounding property, a house had so far altered in value 
since the commencement of the lease, that it would be as 
valuable for letting purposes if some of the repairs which had 
to be done under the covenant were either omitted or were 
executed at a cheaper rate than could in strictness be re- 
quired. Nevertheless, Denman, J., held that this circum- 
stance made no difference in the liability of the lessee, 
and that the measure of damages for breach of the covenant 
was the amount required to put the premises into the state of 
repair originally ieutemplated by the covenant. And the rule 
equally applies, although the lessor has shewn by his conduct 
that he does not intend to have the buildings put into repair. 
In Joyner v. Weeks (39 W. R. 583 ; 1891, 2 Q. B. 31) the lessor 
granted a new lease of the premises to run from the expiration 
of the original lease, and the lessee under the new lease 
covenanted to alter the premises in such a way as to make it 
impossible that the lessor could actually suffer loss by the 
failure on the part of the old lessee to deliver up the premises 
inrepair. But the Court of Appeal adopted the law as laid 
down in Morgan v. Hardy, and held the lessee strictly to his 
bargain. The rule, said: Lord Esuer, M.R., is, that where there 
18 & lease with a covenant to leave premises in repair, the 
measure of damages for the breach of such a covenant is the 
amount which the landlord proves to be fairly and reasonably 


term for a breach of the covenant to keep in repair, the mea- 
sure of damages is no longer the actual cost of putting the 
buildings in repair. ‘In estimating the ,” said 
CorzzincE, J., in Doe v. Rowlands (9 C. & P., p. 739), “in cases 
where the lease has a long time to run, it is not fair to take the 
amount that would be necessary to put the premises into repair 
as the measure of damages; for in wok cases, when the 
damages are awarded to the landlord, he is not bound to expend 
them in repairs, neither can he do so without the tenant’s per- 
mission to enter on the premises. The true question, therefore, 
is, To what extent is the reversion injured by the non-repair of 
the premises?’’ Thus, as stated by Lorzs, L.J., in the recent 
case of Fbbetis v. Conquest (44 W. R. 56), the measure of 
damages for the breach of a covenant to keep in repair during 
the currency of the term is the loss which is occasioned to the 
lessor’s reversion—a loss that will be greater or less according 
as the term of the tenant at the time of the breach has a less 
or greater time to run. And in the same case Linptey, L.J., 
defined the loss to the reversion as the difference in value 
between the reversion with the covenant performed as it ought 
to be, and the value of the reversion with the covenant unper- 
formed. 

If the reversion is a freehold reversion, it would seem that, 
since the value is to be taken to be the marketable value, the 
circumstances may be such that the —— of the premises 
does not affect the value of the reversion. No damage will then 
be suffered by the lessor, and he will recover nothing against 
the lessee. But if the reversion is a leasehold reversion, the 
liability of the lessor to the superior landlord is a material item 
in the value of the reversion. In Zbbetts v. Conquest (supra) a 
lease of premises, known asthe Grecian Theatre, in the City- 
road, London, was granted for a term of sixty-one years from 
Michaelmas, 1837. In March, 1851, the lessee granted an 
underlease for the residue of the term less the last ten days. 
The underlease contained a covenant to keep the premises in 
repair, and shewed on the face of it that it was an underlease, 
and not a lease by a freeholder. The action was brought by 
the lessee against the underlessee for breach of the covenant 
to keep in repair, and upon a reference to the official referee the 
damages were assessed at £1,305. This figure was arrived at 
by taking the sum which it would cost to put the premises in a 
proper state of repair, with an allowance for the unexpired term 
of the underlease. Upon appeal, it was for the underlessee 
that the damages should be based on the depreciation in selling 
value, and that the premises would be of no value even if they 
were put in repair. The site was only valuable as a site for new 
buildings, and the only damage which could ensue from the 
failure to repair was a diminution in the value of the theatre for 
pulling down. This diminution was put at £200, which was 
suggested as the proper amount of damages. But the argument 
overlooks the liability of the intermediate lessee to his lessor, 
This was a liability to keep in repair and to yield up in repair, 
and although his immediate liability under the covenant to keep 
in repair might be limited in the manner suggested, yet his 
prospective liability under the covenant to yield up in repair was 
waehie of no such restriction. In due time there would: be 
an absolute liability to pay the full amount necessary for 
putting the buildings in repair, and this liability was an 
essential factor in determining the value of the leasehold 
reversion. Hence the Court of Appeal approved of the prin- 
ciple on which the damages had been assessed by the official 
referee. 

In Ebbetts v. Conquest, as pointed out above, the underlease 
shewed its true nature, and therefore the underlessee had 
notice of the liability under which his immediate lessor stood. 
It would seem that such notice is necessary to fix the under- 
lessee with liability on the same basis. Lrxvvxy, L.J., treated 
the matter as an instance of the application of the rule in 
Hadley v. Baxendale (9 Ex. 341), according to which damages 
are limited to such as may reasonably be supposed to have 
been in the contemplation of both parties at the time they made 
the contract, as the probable result of the breach of it. But if 
if the lessee has no notice that the lessor is other than the 
freeholder, he does not contemplate the liability of his lessor 





necessary in order to the premises into that state of repair 
in which he is entitled to have them. 


But when the action is brought during the currency of the | 





to a superior landlord as a consequence of a failure to keep the 
premises in repair. Hence such liability would not be an 
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element in determining the damages as against the under- | made pursuant to the powers conferred upon them by the provision—# gyestion w: 
lessee. . ed ° of the section above recited, the Board of Trade thereby extended thy 29 the ye 

period of six months in the sub-section mentioned, with properly de 

all complaints made to them during the said period, for a hal cumstances 

period of three months from the date thereof or for such further timgm took over tl 

REVIEWS. as the Board of Trade might thereafter allow. their servic 
DIARIES, And whereas, pursuant to the above-mentioned order and the s £4,000 a x 


Sweet & MAaxweE 1's Diary ror LAWYERS FoR 1896. Edited by 
Francis A. STRINGER, of the Central Office, and J. JoHNSON, of 
the Central Office. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Meredith, Ray, 
& Littler, Manchester. 


THE LAWYER’S COMPANION AND DIARY AND LONDON AND PROVINCIAL 
Law Drrecrory ror 1896 (59 & 60 Vict.). WiTH TABLES OF 
Costs; New Stamp Duties; Trove TABLES OF THE CourTS; INDEX 
To PracticaAL Statutes; Pusiic STATUTES OF 1895; LEGAL 
BUSINESS OF THE Montus; OATHS IN SUPREME COURT; PROBATE, 
LEGACY, AND Succession Duties; LEGAL Truk, INTEREST, Dis- 
COUNT, AND OTHER TasLEs, &C. By E. Layman, B.A., of the 
Middle Temple, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Fiftieth Annual Issue. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; Shaw & Sons. 


WatTEertow Bros. & Layron’s LxecGat DIARY AND ALMANACK 
FOR 1896. CONTAINING A List oF Stamp DUTIES FROM 1804 TO 
THE PRESENT TIME, WITH REGULATIONS AS TO STAMPING AND 
ALLOWANCE FOR Sport Stamps; A DIARY FOR EVERY Day IN 
THE YEAR; SUGGESTIONS ON REGISTERING AND Fininc DEEDS aND 
PapPers AT Pusiic OFFICES; TABLE OF SUCCESSION TO REAL 
AND PERSONAL PROPERTY; PAPERS ON THE PREPARATION OF 
LEGACY AND SvUccESSION ACCOUNTS AND NOTES AS TO PRE- 


LIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, AND FINAL EXAMINATION OF ARTICLED | 


CLERKS; A List oF LAW REPORTS, WITH THEIR ABBREVIATIONS 
AND DATES; AN INDEX TO THE PUBLIC GENERAL STATUTES, FROM 
TIME OF Henry III.; a DicEst oF THE PuBLIC GENERAL ACTS 
OF LAST Session; List or LONDON AND PROVINCIAL BARRISTERS 
AND LONDON AND CounTRY SOLICITORS, WITH APPOINTMENTS, 
AGENTS, &0. Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 


Messrs. Sweet & Maxwell’s Diary for Lawyers is now well known. 
Its distinctive features are mainly the inclusion of a very complete 
legal gazetteer and courts directory, by means of which the room 
occupied by each officer, and the position of such room, in the Royal 
Courts can be readily ascertained, and elaborate time tables for the 
Supreme Court, and bankruptcy and the county courts. There is a 
large amount of additional information, and the diary is on excellent 
paper, and is succeeded by a cash account, rent register, insurance 

ister, and pages for mortgage interest, capital for investment, 
capital wanted, and memoranda. 

e Lawyer’s Companion and Diary celebrates this year its fiftieth 
annual issue. It appears to be very well kept up to date. In addi- 
tion to the lists of counsel, solicitors, judges and registrars of county 
courts, bankruptcy receivers, recorders and clerks of the peace, town 
clerks and under-sheriffs, we observe a list of clerks to county 
councils. We regret to observe the chartered accountants included, 
following the fashion of the Law List. 

Messrs. Waterlow Bros. & Layton’s Legal Diary, like the 
‘* Lawyer’s Companion,” contains lists of counsel and London and 
country solicitors; and also lists of parliamentary agents, under- 
sheriffs, recorders, and clerks of the peace and town clerks, besides 
all other information one looks for in these publications. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Practical Statutes of the Session, 1895 (58 & 59 Vict.). With 
Introduction, Notes, Tables of Statutes Repealed and Subjects altered, 
Lists of Local and Personal and Private Acts, and a Copious Index. 
_— By James SUTHERLAND CorTTOoN, Barrister-at-Law. Horace 

Ox. 


The Builders of our Law during the Reign of Queen Victoria. By 
EpWakp Manson, Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE RAILWAY AND CANAL TRAFFIC ACTS, 1888 TO 1894. 


Whereas by section 1, sub-section 5, of the Railway and Canal 
Traffic Act, 1894, it is enacted that in the case of any rate or charge 
increased before the passing of that Act, section 12 of the Railway 
and Canal Traffic Act, 1888, shall have effect as if six months after 
the passing of the first Act above mentioned were substituted for the 
limit of one year in the said last section mentioned, and that the 
Board of Trade may, if they think fit, extend the said period of six 
months with respect to any complaints made to them during that 


sub-section therein referred to, the Board of Trade did, by ord 








dated the 21st day of May, 1895, extend the period of six months a 
the said sub-section mentioned, with respect to all complaints madi sirvice of a 
to them during the said period, for a further period of three month Queen Insv 
from the said 21st May, 1895, or for such further time as the Boani (o, decided 
of Trade might thereafter allow. id him ti 
And whereas, pursuant to the last-mentioned order and the sai is sum 
sub-section therein referred to, the Board of Trade did, by ord Schedule D 
dated the 20th day of August, 1895, extend the period of the siggy respect ther 
months in the said sub-section mentioned, with respect to all come of the balat 
plaints made to them during the said period, for a further period ofjg & concets 
three months from the said 20th day of August, 1895, or for sud pape 
further time as the Board of Trade might thereafter allow. oom pny 
Pursuant to the said last recited Order and the said sub-sectionll oo¢ being 
referred to, the Board of Trade do, with respect to all complain of 
made to them during the period of six months in the said sub-section—% tention on | 
mentioned, hereby extend the said period for a further period off was not mo 
three months from the date hereof or for such further time as the was really | 
Board of Trade may hereafter allow. Co: City of 
Signed by order of the Board of Trade this 19th day of November, the compar 
1895. ment by w! 
CouRTENAY BOoyLgE, on = 
Secretary, Board of Trade, end Dillon 
Tue Cov 
Lord Es! 
CASES OF THE WEEK. gol 
Lunacy. tained ? I 
Re HINCHLIFFE (Deceased)—No. 2, 20th November. partnenshiy 


Lunacy—JvuRIspicTion oF Master To ALLOw AcTION To RE CoMMENCED xf Obly as the 
Name or Lunatic—Lunacy Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 65), s. 27 (1), @ —on the on 
A testator by his will, made in 1852, gave certain legacies to jris five LS onperee 
daughters, and the residue of his estate to trustees upon trust for said et sade.* 
daughters. Two of them have since died, and one has been found a ef to 
lunatic. The other two, not being satisfied with the administration of § "°™ 
the trust funds, on the advice of counsel, commenced an action against 
the trustees for breach of trust, joining the lunatic as a co-plaintiff by Selene 
leave of the Master in Lunacy. The lunatic afterwards died, and them “*° wi 
executor of a will, made by her during her sanity, was added as a co- esha! 
plaintiff. Atthe trial of the action the charge of breach of trust agains t)nor 
the trustees was withdrawn, accounts were ordered, and the trustees’. costs wages 
were ordered to be paid out of the estate. The executor of the lunatic 
objected to any part of the costs occasioned by the improper charge of — 
breach of trust coming out of the lunatic’s estate, and also —— that atd th — 
the Master in Lunacy had no jurisdiction to allow an action to be brought . 
in the name of the lunatic without the consent of the judge in lunacy, i hte cary! 
He appealed from the master to Lindley, L.J., who referred the matter fecal hima 
to the court. He referred to Pope on Lunacy (2nd ed. pp. 34, 322). dist - 
Section 27 (1) of the Lunacy Act, 1891, is as follows: ‘‘ Subject to rules - 
in lunacy the jurisdiction of the judge in lunacy as regards administra- Ge the tras 
tion and ement may be exercised by the masters, and every order of the ou ts 
a master in that behalf shall take effect unless annulled or varied by the §- pu 
judge in lunacy.” ' 
Tue Court (A. L. Surrn and Ricsy, L.JJ.) refused the application. 
Riesy, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said that there was no hard — Purposes © 
and fast rule that the committee of a lunatic should take directions. j “mount. 1 
When real occasion arose for confirming what the master had done, an tid of the m 
application for that purpose was made under the old practice. The new Price paid i 
practice under the Lunacy Act, 1891, made the proceedings by the ‘ 
master effective, unless they were overruled by the judge. Formerly they ment of the 
were ineffective until affirmed by the judge. Appeal dismissed.— — ‘her insur: 
Counset, Henry Terrell; Vernon Smith, ‘O., and Willis Bund, % Meration. 
Souicrrors, Frith Needham ; Kennedy, Hughes, § Kennedy, for Colmore § allowed by 
Monckton, Birmingham. 
[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. |} 





Court of Appeal. 
WATSON ». THE ROYAL INSURANCE (0.—No. 1, 19th November. 


Revenve—Income Tax—Depvcrion—5 & 6 Vicr. c. 35, Souzpure D, & the trade 
100—Caszs 1 anv 2, nutx 1. ‘ 


The Divisional Court, consisting of Vaughan Williams, J., and 
Wright, J., before whom this revenue appeal came, disagreed, Vaughan 
Williams, J., deciding that he could not give a decision unless the case 
were remitted for further facts to be found, while Wright, J., decided 
in favour of the Crown. Wright, J., withdrew his judgment, and 
Vaughan Williams, J., orde the case to be remitted, and the 





od. 
And whereas, by an order dated the 22nd day of February, 1895, 






Crown now appealed against the order of Vaughan Williams, J. The 
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uestion was whether the insurance company, in estimating their profits 
for the year 1892-3 for the purpose of paying of income tax, could 
properly deduct a sum of £55,846, paid by under the following cir- 
cumstances :—The Royal Insurance Oo., in an agreement, whereby they 
took over the business of the Queen Insurance Co., agreed to take into 
their service the late manager of the Queen Insurance Oo., ata salary of 
$4,000 a year, and, further, undertook that, if at any time they should 
elect to dispense with his services, they would pay him a sum in commu- 
tation of his salary, calculated according to the Queen annuity tables 
applicable to his then age, the manager undertaking not to enter into the 
gervice of any other insurance company. Shortly after the business of the 
Queen Insurance Co. was taken over, the directors of the Royal Insurance 
Co. decided not to retain the Queen Insurance Co.’s manager, and they 
id him the sum of £55,846, on the basis indicated by the agreement. 
This sum they claimed to deduct from their profits for the year. 
Schedule D, case 1, rule 1, is as follows :—‘‘ The duty to be charged in 
t thereof, shall be computed on a sum not less than the full amount 
of the balance of profits or gains of such trade, manufacture, adventure, 
or concern upon a fair and just average of three years.’’ Rule 1 of the 
rules applying to cases 1 and 2 provides that “‘in estimating the balance 
of the profits or gains no sum shall be set against or deducted 
from such profits or gains for any disbursements or expenses whatever, 
not being money wholly and exclusively laid out or expended for the 
purposes of the trade, manufacture, adventure, or concern.”” The con- 
tention on behalf of the Crown was, that the sum paid to the managers 
was not money paid for the purpose of earning the profit of the year, but 
was really part of the price paid for the business of the Queen Insurance 
Co: City of London Contract Corporation v. Styles (2 T. C. 239) was cited. For 
the company, on the other hand, it was said that, in view of the arrange- 
ment by which the manager came into the employment of the company, 
the sum paid in commutation of his salary was really the price paid for 
his services: Gresham Life Assurance Society v. Styles (25 Q. B. D. 351) 
and Dillon v. Corporation of Haverfordwest (1891, 1 Q. B. 575) were cited. 
Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Lopgs and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the 


rd Esuer, M.R., said that the Act dealt with profits in a trade 
earned on an average of three years. That is to say, not profits earned in 
fifty years. How was that amount which was to be taxed to be ascer- 
tained? It was to be ascertained according to the rules laid down by the 
Act, and not according to rules which a tradesman might adopt, ora 

ership. In ascertaining the amount deductions were to be made 
only as the Act directed. There must be an account with two sides to it 
—on the one side the gross earnings, and on the other, deductions or dis- 
bursements. And these disbursements were not to include ‘‘ any disburse- 
ments whatever, not wholly and exclusively laid out for the purposes of 
the trade.’’ They had to es a construction on those words. They 
seemed to him to mean disbursements not wholly and exclusively laid 
out for the p of earning the profits which were to be the subject- 
matter of taxation—that was, the average profitin three years. In the 
case before them it was doubtful whether the disbursement was a part of 
the purchase-money of the Queen business. The arrangement y was 
an undertaking by the Royal Insurance Co. to enter into a contract with 
the manager of the Queen Insurance Oo. to take him into their service, 
on the terms that if they dismissed him he was to receive a lump 
sum. This they determined to do, but the obligation to the Queen 
Insurance Co. had already been fulfilled. They had paid the price, 
and the case could be looked on as if the Queen Insurance Co. had 
never existed. Under such a contract the salary would be payment 
for his services, and could properly be deducted. But when they dis- 
missed him it could not be said that a sum paid to him then could be a 
disbursement for services which went to earn the profits which were the 
subject-matter of taxation. It wasa payment made to get rid of him. 
On the true construction of the rule this money could not be brought into 
the computation of the sum on which the company were to be taxed. 

Lorzs, L.J., after stating the facts, said that it was necessary to shew 
that the sum was expended for the purposes of the trade—that is to say, 
purposes contributing to the earning of the profit and reducing its 
amount. This sum was paid, not to earn the profits, but in order to get 
tid of the manager. He added that he looked on the money as part of the 
price paid in respect of the acquisition of the concern. 

Kay, L.J., said that it was part of the contract that when the employ- 
tment of the manager terminated he was to be bound not to act for any 
other insurance company at all. That was an important point for con- 
sideration. The question was whether this deduction was a deduction 
allowed by the Income Tax Acts. That Act did not use the word 
“profits’’ in the same way as a tradesman would use it in 
how he stood at the end of the year. Looking at the third rule it was 
dear that “‘ profits’? was not used in the ordinary sense. The truth was 
that only certain deductions were allowed, and in order that any deduction 
thould be allowed it must come within the meaning of the rule that it 
thould be money “‘ wholly and exclusively laid out for the purposes of 
the trade,’’ &c. The question was whether this money was 80 ded. 
It was expended in pe that the company might dispense with the ser- 
Yices of the manager. That could not be eaid to be for the purposes of 
the trade. If the company had dismissed the on the ground that 
they were not satisfied with him and had taken another manager into their 
‘ervices, the salary of the second manager would be a proper deduction, 
but to deduct also a lump sum paid to the old manager would be to make 
‘double deduction for the same thing. Further, the money could not be 
id to be paid for services if the company had dismi the 


Mgument that this money was money laid out for the purposes of the 


in consideration for the manager undertaking not to enter any other ser- 
vice, was not sound, for if a manager employed under no agreement 
were to give up his employment and the company were ae: Needy be 
lump sum not to do business for any other company, it could not be con- 
tended t would be a proper ded , and the distinc- 

manager and one employed under an antecedent 
poe abs ona too fine. The ded was one, therefore, that 
ought not to have been made.—CovunssL, Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and 
Danckwerts; Joseph Walton, Q.C., A. Hyslop, Maxwell, and Horsfall. 
Soxicrrors, The Solicitor of Inland Revenue; G. L. P. Eyre § Co., for Garnett, 


Tarbeti, § Co. 
[Reported by C. G. Witsrauam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BRITISH WAGON CO. v. GRAY—No. 1, 25th November. 


Pracrice—Wnrit—SERVICcE OUT OF JURISDICTION—DEFENDANT DoMICILED IX 
ScoTLAND—AGREEMENT To Susmir To Jurispicrion—R. 8. C., 1883, Orv. 
11, x. 1 (8). 

Application, ex parte, for leave to serve the writ of summons w the 
defendant in Scotland. By an agreement in writing, the plaintiffs, who 
were a company having their registered office in England, let at a rent to 
the defendant, who was domiciled in Scotland, certain coal wagons. The 
agreement contained a clause that ‘‘ this t shall, in all ts, 
be construed and carried into effect to the law of Eng’ 
for the purposes thereof the tenant’’ (the defendant) ‘‘ hereby submits to 


the jurisdiction of the High Court of Justice in —— Certain in- 
stalments of the rent having become due, the plaintiffs a at cham- 
bers for leave to serve the writ on the defendant in contending 


that we gel ey the rule applied as the payment was to be made 
where the itors lived, no special place of payment being mentioned in 
the agreement, and that the latter part of the rule did not ly as the 
parties had contracted to give the court here jurisdiction: The Mozham 
(24 W. R. 650, 1 P. D. 107), Tharsis Sulphur Co. v. Société des Metaux (38 
W. R. 78), were referred to. Mathew, J., refused to give leave. The 
plaintiff applied to the Court of Appeal for leave. By ord. 11, r.1 (e): 
Service out of the jurisdiction of a writ of summons may be allowed where 
‘*the action is founded on any breach within the jurisdiction of any con- 
tract, wherever made, which, according to the terms thereof, cught to be 
performed within the jurisdiction, the defendant is domiciled or 
ordinarily resident in Scotland or Ireland.’ 
Tue Court (Lord Esuer M.R., and Lorzs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
application. 
td Esuer, M.R., said that the application was to allow service of the 
writ in Scotland on a person who was domiciled and resident there. * It 
was clear that the case came within the very terms of ord. 11, r. 1 (e). 
The action was founded on an alleged breach of the contract within the 
jurisdiction, and the defendant was domiciled or ordinarily resident in 
tland. The rule prohibited the court from ordering service of the 
it out of the jurisdiction on a defendant domiciled or ordinarily resident 
‘The question of the service of the writ was a question of 
Therefore, the court had no jurisdiction to service 
out of the jurisdiction on a defendant domiciled in Scotland. But it was 
contended that the defendant had contracted that the court might order 
service of the writ upon him in Scotland. That contention amounted to 
this, that the parties had contracted to give the court jurisdiction, thougli 
the rule said that it was not to have jurisdiction. first answer to 
that contention was that the contract did not so provide. But he would 
not place his judgment upon that ground. He would assume, as Mathew 
J., had assumed, that the parties had contracted to give the court juris- 
diction to order service on the defendant in Scotland. In 
such a contract was of no avail, and, notwithstanding any such contract, 
the court had no power to order service out of the jurisdiction, when it 
was forbidden by the rules to order such service. two cases cited in 


The 
support of the applicant’s contention were not in 
the appeared, and the only question was by what 
to be determined. In Tharsis Sulphur Co. v. Sociéte des Métauzx 
was that service on a person in this country appointed by a 
accept service for him was good service. No question of jurisdiction was 
raised. In the t case he based his upon the ground that 
the court was forbidden by the rule from exercising jurisdiction, and it 
would take no notice of any contract purporting to give it jurisdiction. 
Lorzs and Kay, L.JJ., emanate, T. W. Chitty. Soxrcrrors 
Bell, Brodrick, § Gray. 
| Reported by W. F. Banry, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


COLONIAL SECURITIES TRUST CO. v. MASSEY—No. 1, 21st November. 


Practicse—AprgaL—TrRiaL wirHout Juny—Decis1on on Facrs—Rvte or 
Conpvuct or Counr—Rexearine. 


Appeal of the defendant from the judgment of Day, J., at the trial of 
the action without a jury. The judgment of Day, J., oe a 
question of fact. The evidence at the trial consisted of evidence on 
commission and evidence of witnesses called at the trial, the material 
evidence being that taken on commission. 
Lord Esusr, M.R., said that the first question was, what was the rule 
of conduct of the court when hearing appeals on questions of fact from 
the judgment of a judge sitting withouta jury. It must,be founded on 
the rule of conduct of the old Court of Appeal in , where the 
appeal was called a reh . At common law no thing as a 
rehearing was known. ‘The Court of Appeal in Chancery acted on this 
rule of conduct, that they would not allow the — unless the 
satisfied that the judge was wrong. If were in doubt, 
not 
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had the witnesses before him, the court would be more disinclined to set 

aside his judgment than if the witnesses were not called before him, 
because in the former case he would be the better judge as to their 
credibility. But still in the latter case the same rule would apply, though 
not so strongly, and this court would not reverse the judge’s decision 
unless they thought that it was wrong. That rule of conduct seemed to 
him to be well expressed by Lopes, L.J., in Savage v. Adam (W.N.; 1895, 
p- 109), ‘‘ Where a case tried by a judge without a jury comes to the 
Court of Appeal, the presumption is that the decision of the court below 
on the facts was right, and that presumption must be displaced by the 
appellant. If he satisfactorily makes out that the judge below was wrong, 
then, inasmuch as the appeal is in the nature of a rehearing, the decision 
should be reversed ; if the case is left in doubt, it is clearly the duty of 
the Court of Appeal not to disturb the decision of the court below.’’ His 
lordship then reviewed the evidence, and came to the conclusion that the 
appeal should be dismissed. 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred. He entirely adhered to what he had said in 
— v. Adam as to an appeal on the facts from the decision of a 
judge. 

Kay, L.J., dissented. In the present case some of the witnesses were 
examined at the trial, but the case did not depend upon their evidence at 
all, but on the evidence of witnesses taken on commission. This court was 
now placed in the position of rehearing the case, and as far as the evidence 
consisted of evidence taken on commission it had the same means of judg- 
ing of it as the learned judge below, so as to see whether it differed from 
him, and if it did it must pronounce the judgment which it thought he 
ought to have pronounced. This court must try the case for itself. He 
quite agreed that in a case of difficulty and doubt the court must give full 
weight to the decision of the judge. But he conceived it to be the duty 
of the Court of Appeal to try the case itself and to give the judgment 
which it thought ought to be given. His lordship then reviewed the 
evidence, and in conclusion said that, while in the case of such doubt and 
difficulty, he attached great weight to the decision of the learned judge, 
he himself had arrived at an opposite conclusion, and he felt bound to 
state it.—CovnseL, Bompas, Q.C., and 7. W. Chitty; C. A. Cripps, Q.C., 
Bdward Pollock, and P. Rose-Innes. Soticrtors, Bompas, Bischoff, Dodgson, 
Coxe, § Co. ; Ingle Holmes & Son. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SIMPSON v, MAYOR, &c., OF GODMANCHESTER—No. 2, 21st November. 
Easgment—Prescription—User—Presvmption in Law or Lost Grant. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Wright, J. The plaintiff was 
the owner and occupier of three locks on the River Ouse, known as God- 
manchester, Houghton, and Hemingford locks, and also held certain 
navigation and other rights over that part of the River Ouse where the 
locks were situate. The defendants claimed the right to open the lock 
gates at all times when the river was in flood, and alleged that they had 
exercised this right from time immemorial. In 1689 one moiety of the 
navigation and all rights under various charters and Acts had become 
vested in one Henry Ashley. In the same year, by an indenture made 
between the bailiffs, assistants, and commonalty of Godmanchester of the 
one part, and Henry Ashley of the other part, it was agreed (inter alia) 
“that it should be lawful to and for the miller of the said Godmanchester 
mills for the time being, and in his default or omission for such person 
or persons, officer or officers, as should be thereupon appointed by the 
bailiffs of Godmanchester for the time being, for ever thereafter, upon 
any likelihood or appearance of any flood or outrage of water, to set open, 
and keep open, or elee to take off the gates of the aforesaid sluices, and 
also all the gates of the sluices in or near Houghton, and also the gates of 
the sluices in or near the Milnes at or near Hemingford Grey in the said 
county of Huntingdon, and lay them upon the land by the side of the 
said sluices until the waters should be fallen and the floods well abated.” 
The defendants based their right on an easement to cause the waters of 
the River Ouse to pass through the sluices or locks in time of flood for the 
benefit of the borough of Godmanchester, and as a protection for the 
lands and the occupiers thereof. The casement was claimed under 2 & 3 
Will. 4, c. 71, and under the deed of 1689, or under some lost grant. The 
plaintiff denied the existence of any right, said that the sluice gates had 
only been opened by permission of the lock-owner, and claimed an in- 

mnction to restrain the defendants from interfering with the locks. 

right, J., refused the injunction. The plaintiff appealed, and nrg 

that there was no easement in this case known to the law; there could be 
no presumption of a lost grant in face of the deed of 1689. 

Tue Covet (Lord Herscueiz, and A. L. Surrx and Ricuy, LJJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Hexscue.t was of opinion that the decision of the learned judge 
ought to be affirmed. So far back as living memory went—and there was 

for inferring that for a period anterior to living memory—the 

of Godmanchester exercised the right in times of flood of 

certain sluices or locks which now belonged to the plaintiff, who 

had recently become owner of the navigation upon which the locks or 
sinices were situate. The plaintiff came into court for an injunction to 
restrain the corporation from exercising this alleged right, and he asserted 
that the defendants had no euch right. The law on this subject had been 
laid down in Pélips v. Halliday (1891, A. C. 228, at p. 231, 49 W. R. Dig. 
81). in terms which were concurred in by the House of Lords as follows :— 
** Where there has been a long continued pcssession in assertion of a right, 
it is a well-settled principle of English law that the right should be pre- 
sumed to bave had a legal origin if such a legal origin was sible, and 
that the courte will presume that those acts were done and t circum - 
stances existed which were to the creation of a valid title.” . The 
question, therefore, was, Could the corporation have acquired the right to 


open the sluice gates in any valid, lawful manner? That question 
mitted of only one answer. Mr. Simpson said they could not, because 
was not an easement and was not a right which the law could recognize 
having~a legal origin. But in his lordship’s opinion it was an easeme 
within the definition contained in the first chapter of ‘‘Gale on Eas 
ments,’’ which was a perfectly correct. definition. Easements were 
various characters, and it was a fallacy to suppose that in order to estab 
the existence of an easement it must be brought within some particu 
class of easements which had been previously recognized. Where a land 
owner granted to another the right to do something on his land for ¢ 
benefit of the land of the grantee, that, primé facie, was an easement! 
and the right here claimed by the corporation fell within that gener 
principle. It was said that there was here no evidence to shew how 
right came into existence, but if the corporation were the owners and ocg 
piers of lands which could be affected by the fact of the sluices being ope 
or shut, then those lands might be regarded as the dominant tenements ij} 
respect to which that easement was granted by the owner of the servienj 
tenement, and it would be presumed that the grant was made in respect q 
such tenements as would be affected by the exercise of the right claimed 
Then it was objected that in some cases the corporation were the owner 
but not the occupiers of the land, But that was not material, as then 
was no difficulty in supposing that the corporation could exercise the right 
for the benefit of their tenants; the tenement was benefited by the ac 
done, whether the owner did it or the occupier did it. Therefore, apart 
from any deed or grant on the clearest principles of law, this alleged right 
was capable of a legal origin and must be presumed to have had a legal 
origin. But, further, his lordship was not satisfied that the right could 
not be rested upon the grant of 1689 coupled with a lost grant which ther 
seemed to be every reason for presuming. His lordship referred to the 
deed, and said that, upon the true construction of that deed it amounted 
to the grant of an easement to the corporation as owners of the God. 
manchester mills. There was no difficulty in granting to the owners of the 
mills the right to open the sluices or locks now in question. But it wa 
said that at the date of the grant Ashley was owner only of an undivided 
moiety of the two sluices other than Godmanchester; but, assuming tha} 
the right could not be rested on this deed alone, the owners of the other 
undivided moiety insisted that the purchase of the Godmanchester sluices 
was to be taken to have been made on their behalf as well as on behalf of 
Ashley, and the court so held. Obviously, therefore, they could not take 
the benefit of this deed without also submitting to the burdens, and, if a 
grant was necessary to complete the defendants’ title, a grant ought to be 
presumed, having regard to the lengthened period of the user. Therefore, 
it was immaterial to consider whether the user was referable to the deed of 
1689 or not, since in either case there was a legal foundation upon which 
the claim could be rested, and to which effect ought to be given in accord- 
ance with well-established principles. The appeal ought to be dis 


missed. 

A. L, Sarru and Riexry, L.JJ,, concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counszl, 
E. R. Simpson; Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and Methold. Soutcrrors, Batten, 
Profit, § Scott ; Grubbe § Co., for Hunnybun § Sons, Huntingdon. 

[Reported by W. Sxaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


MURGATROYD v. THE OLD SILKSTONE AND DODWORTH COAL AND 
IRON CO. ‘LIM.), Zz parte CHARLESWORTH — Chitty, J., 21st 
November. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—AGREEMENT FOR LEASE OF COLLIERIES TO TENANTS 
tn Posszession—ACcTION ror Specivic PERrroRMANCE—ORDER TO GIVE UP 
Possession—RiGuT To DisTRAIN FOR ARREARS OF RENT—Entry ny LAND- 
LORD UNDER ORDER, Errect or. 


Summons. This was an application by the Messrs. Charlesworth as 
intending lessors, and the defendant ee as intending tenants, under 
an agreement of the 5th of April, 1892, for a lease of a colliery. At the 
time of the contract the defendant company were in possession and 
working the colliery as underlessees, their lessors holding leases from the 
said plaintiffs with but a short time torun. They were a lease of March, 
1874, expiring at the end of 1893, and another of October, 1883, expiring 
in May, 1893. The substance of the agreement was that the company 
were to have a lease of the colliery for fifteen years from the 3rd of May, 
1892, at certain annual rents, the minimum rent being £1,200, and on 
certain payments being made the original lessees were to be released from 
their obligations to the lessors. The company were to possess all rights 
and to ral all obligations under the then existing leases from the 
date of such release. The original lessees were released from their obliga- 
tions under their leases on the 28th of May, 1892. The company’s property 
and interest under the contract were subject to an equitable charge thereon 
created by debentures. In March, 1893, the comPany ceased working. In 
June, 1893, the company went into liquidation, and in the same month 6 
receiver was ——— in the above action, which was a debenture-holders’ 
action, and took possession of the mines and the company’s effects. The 
applicants brought an action for specific performance of the agreement of 
lease, and in January, 1894, an order was made for the company to pay 
certain sums for arrears of rent, and in default of such payment for 
delivery of possession to the applicants: see 38 Soxicrrons’ Jounnat, 216, 
A portion of the arrears was ew but, default being made as to the 
remainder, the receiver, in October, 1894, duly gave up possession of 
the mines. A summons was taken out by the applicants for payment 
of the arrears or leave to distrain. The summons stood over from time 
to time, and proceedings in the specific performance action were also 








suspended, negotiations for transfer of agreement of lease being 
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stated to be pending. The summons now coming on for hearing, the 
application for payment of arrears of rent was treated as abandoned, and 
the question for the decision of the court was whether, under these cir- 
cumstances, the applicants were entitled to distrain on the premises in 
respect of these arrears. It was admitted that the goods sought to be 
distrained were the property of the debenture-holders. For the applicants 
Walsh v. Lonsdale (31 W. R. 109, 21 Ch. D. 9), was relied on. 

Currry, J., said that, so far as he could see, the company had no defence 
to the action for specific performance, and the plaintiffs would have a 
right hereafter to an order for specific performance or for rescission of the 
contract. The question was whether, under these circumstances, the 
plaintiffs had a right to distrain. He was not asked to give leave to dis- 
train, but to decide the question of right. The plaintiffs’ argument was 
founded on the decisiou of the Court of Appeal in Walsh v. Lonsdale. Sir 
George Jessel in that case treated a person in possession under an agree- 
ment for a lease capable of specific performance as being a lessee in equity 
for the term comprised in the agreement. That view had been approved 
in Lowther v. Heaven (37 W. R. 465, 41 Ch. D. 248) in the Court of Appeal. 
On the strength of these cases it was argued that the relation of landlord 
and tenant still subsisted here, and the company were still to be treated as 
lessees in possession by virtue of the agreement, or as entitled thereto by 
the agreement. By the law of distress distraint could be made on the 
goods of a stranger, and the applicants’ counsel said that they were 
entitled to distrain on goods admitted to belong to the debenture-holders 
and in the virtual possession of the receiver in the debenture-holders’ 
action. Now, if a common law lawyer had been asked before the 
Judicature Acts, or even since the passing of those Acts, the question 
whether a landlord, himself in possession of demised premises, could 
himself distrain on goods of a stranger on those premises, he 
certainly would have been puzzled to know what answer to give. 
He would have wanted to know how a landlord could have been in 
possession of the demised premises when a tenancy was still existing. 
The question raised in the present summons was to be determined by 
thoroughly understanding the order obtained in the specific performance 
action. By taking that order the applicants had asserted an equitable 
right founded on the relation of vendor and purchaser—an agreement for 
a lease being in a specific performance action regarded as an agreement of 
sale and purchase—and they had insisted on an equitable right, and 
obtained an equitable remedy inconsistent with the continuance of the 
relation of landlord and tenant. A lawful re-entry by a landlord put an 
end to the term. This order had suspended the relation of landlord and 
tenant, and the vendor-landlords were now in possession as vendors and 
not as landlords. The order obtained was not final, but by way of 
security for the purchase-money—namely, the rent. It might be that 
the vendors would, if they elected to take a judgment for specific 
performance, have ultimately to restore to the purchaser-tenants the 
possession ; it might be, and it would seem to be more probable, that they 
would elect to rescind the contract. Having insisted on the right to which 
they were entitled in their character of vendors, it appeared to him that 
the applicants had elected for the present to treat the company as 
purchasers, and it would be inconsistent with their position and the benefit 
they had taken to allow them to turn round and insist on the application 
of Walsh v. Lonsdale to a case not within the purview of the judgments 
delivered in that case. Forthese reasons the summons failed.—Covnszt, 
Farwell, Q.C., and MacSwinney ; Levett, Q.0., and O. Leigh Clare. 
Soticrrors, Prior, Church, § Adams, for Bury § Walker, Barnsley; Grundy, 
Kershaw, § Co. 

[Reported by J. H. Watery, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WAYNES MERTHYR CO. (LIM.) v. D. RADFORD & C0O.—Chitty, J., 
22nd November. 


PracticE—ParticuLars, APPLICATION By DEFENDANTS FOR—Drscovery, 
APPLICATION BY PLAINTIFFS FOR—FRAUD—DiIscrEtion or Court To ORDER 
DiscovERY BEFORE PARTICULARS. 


This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiffs (1) to discharge an order 
made in chambers of the 11th of November for the plaintiffs to give par- 
ticulars according to the application of the defendants, and to adjourn 
the defendants’ application for particulars until after the delivery of their 
defence and discovery and production of documents by them according to 
the application of the plaintiffs, which was heard at the same time as the 
said application of the defendants, or in the alternative to vary the order 
by directing that the particulars ordered should not be delivered until 
twenty-one days after the filing by the defendants of their affidavit of 
documents, and (2) to vary the order in chambers of the same date on the 
— of the plaintiffs for discovery by omitting the direction that 

very should not be given until after delivery by them of particulars. 
The action, which was for an injunction and dam was in respect of 
coal alleged to have been fraudulently supplied and sald by the defendants, 
who were coal merchants, to their customers as coal from the plaintiffs’ 
colliery. The question was whether the plaintiffs should deliver particu- 
lars before discovery, or whether discovery should be made before delivery 
of particulars: See Annual Practice for 1896, p. 613. 
Currry, J., said that the statement of claim gave two instances of the 


gm complained of. The plaintiffs stated that they had information 
ding to support their case but could not substantially comply with the 
order for particular The particulars would be illusory, and they feared 
the defendants all non-compliance with the order for wlars in 
order to evade giving discovery. The defendants avowed that they in- 
tended to take up this position. Their argument was founded on 


the judgment of Kay, L.J., in Zierenderg v. Labouehere (41 W. R. 675; 
1893, 2 Q. B. 183), and was to the effect that should precede 


discovery in all cases except thore where there was a fiductary relation be- 


tween the rages His lordship could not deduce that from the judg- 
ment. In his opinion there was no such general rule, and the judge must 
exercise his discretion in every case according to the circumstances. It 
could not be raid that ae oe had presented a fishing case. The 
defendants had admitted the two particular instances, and excused them 
as the unauthorized acts of a clerk. By a careful examination of their 
books they had the means of discovering whether any similar frauds had 
been committed by a clerk. Having regard to the admitted facts, his lord- 
ship thought that for the purposes of effec justice the order ought to 
be varied by directing discovery to precede delivery of particulars. Leave 
to appeal refused.—Covunszt, Byrne, Q.C., and Dare ; Farwell, Q.C., and 
Younger. Soutcrrors, Heath, Parker, § Brett ; Radford § Frankland. 
[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.} 


VINE v. RALEIGH—Chitty, J., 27th November. 


Wuu—Acr or PariiaAment—Serriement—Setrizep Lanp Act, 1882 
(45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), s. 2, suB-secrions 1-5; s. 58, suB-sEecTION 5— 
Turtivusson Act (39 & 40 Gzo. m1., c. 98). 

This was an application to determine whether the executors of a 
deceased next of kin, who, together with the surviving next of kin, were 
under the joint operation of a will and the Thellusson Act, entitled, for 
the life of another, to receive the rents of property, had jointly, with such 
surviving next of kin, the powers of a tenant for life under the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, or not. 

Currry, J., held that the words ‘‘ Act of Parliament ”’ in section 2, sub- 
section 1, of the Settled Land Act, 1882, were = —— to — —_ 
of Parliament dealing with specific property, but included gen cts 
such as the Thellusson Act, and, therefore, that the question must be 
answered in the affirmative.—CounsEL, Byrne, Q.C., and Wace ; Levett, Q.C., 
and &. Dickinson ; Farwell, Q.C., and Yate Lee. Souscrrors, Paterson, 
Snow, Blozam, § Kinder ; Petch & Smurthwaite ; Peacock § Goddard. 

{Reported by J. F. Waxey, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re DOMBEY & SONS (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 20th November. 


Company—Winpinc up—Prtirion—Rsx-ADVERTISEMENT OF—AMENDMENT 
or Prtrrion. 


In this case a petition for compulsory yy iy had been amended by 
adding a prayer in the alternative for an o! for winding up under 
supervision, and the petition was ordered to be re-advertised as amended. 

Vaucuan Wiiams, J., said that in such a case the petition must be 
re-advertised, not only in the London Gazette, but also in the newspapers 
in which the original advertisement appeared.—CounsgL, Edward Ford ; 
Waddy. Soutcrrors, Learoyd, James, § Mellor. 

{Reported by V. pz 8S. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law.j 





High Court—Qusen’s Bench Division. 
REG. v. JONES—C. OC. R., 23rd November. 


Cromvat Law—Procurryre Comission or Act or Inpecency—CriMInaL 
Law AmenpMENT Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vicr. c. 69), s. 11. 


Case stated by Wills, J. Robert Jones and Bowerbank, another male 
n, were tried at the Exeter Assizes upon an indictment, of which the 
t and second counts respectively charged Jones and Bowerbank with 
having committed an act of gross indecency with each other, and the 
third count charged Jones with having procured the commission by 
Bowerbank of an act of gross indecency ‘‘ with another male person, to 
wit, with him, the said Robert Jones.’”” No evidence was offered against 
Bowerbank, and he was acquitted: a general verdict of guilty was re- 
turned against Jones. Two objections were taken by his counsel—viz., 
first, that the prisoners, being c and tried on the same indictment, 
the jury could not, having acqui Bowerbank on the second count, con- 
vict Jones on either the first or third ey - offences —~ nai 
joint, and iring the — of both prisoners ; secondly, 
oe a Be gee Fo it was not an indictable offence 
under the Act for one male person to procure the commission, with himself, 
of an act of indecency by another male person. The question for the 
court was whether the conviction was to stand on either the first or the 
third count. 

Tus Covrr (Lord Russstt or Kirtrowsyn, C.J., Maraew, Vaveuan 
Wittuss, Wricut, and Bruce, JJ.) upheld the conviction on both 
counts, holding as to the first objection raised, that offences 
were charged against the two prisoners, and that it was possible that the 
act charged might be committed by one person with another, without 
that other being a to the commission of the offence; and as to the 
second objection, that the words of section 11 of the Criminal Law 
a ae 1885, “* - commis 

ion by any male person of any act, &c., with another male 
mvs pct commission of the act, 
a third person. Conviction affirmed. No counsel appeared. 

(Reported by T. R. C. Dut, Barrister-at-Law.) 


REG. v. GAUNT—C.C.R., 23rd November. 


Crrmmmat Law—Common Assavit—Psrson AGGRIEVED—OFrFrENCES AGAINST 
THe Parson Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vier. co. 100), ss. 42, 46. 





Case stated by the deputy chairman of the Huntingdon Quarter Ses- 
sions. The defendant was indicted for a common assault upon Victor 
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Grantley. The defendant’s counsel moved to quash the indictment on 
the ground that the court had no jurisdiction, because the proceedings 
before the justices in petty sessions had not been taken by or on behalf of 
Grantley or by his authority, and that an indictment for a common 
assault could only be preferred by the person aggrieved or by some one on 
his behalf. It appeared that the information before the magistrate was 
laid by a police serjeant, and that on the hearing Grantley was called by 
the defendant and gave evidence on his behalf; the magistrates were of 
opinion that the assault was a fit subject for prosecution by indictment, 
and accordingly committed the defendant for trial under section 46 of the 
Offences Against the Person Act, 1861. The justices in quarter sessions 
refused to quash the indictment and the defendant was convicted. The 
question for the court was whether the indictment ought to have been 
quashed or not. It was argued for the defendant that the justices in 
petty sessions had no jurisdiction todeal with the case because the com- 
plaint was not made ‘“ by or on behalf of the person aggrieved ’’ (Offences 
against the Person Act, 1861, s, 42). Nicholson v. Booth (57 L. J. M. C. 
43), and Reg. v. Deny (20 L. J. M. C. 189), were cited. 

Tue Court (Lord Russgt1, of Killowen, C.J., and Marxew, VavuGHan 
Wruuuss, Wricxt, and Bruce, JJ.) upheld the conviction, on the ground 
that even if the justices could not send for trial a charge of assault which 
professed to be, but in fact was not, preferred by or on behalf of agen 
aggrieved, in the present case the grand jury had found a true bill, and, 
the case not being within the Vexatious Indictments Act, this gave juris- 
diction to the quarter sessions. Conviction affirmed.—Counsst, J. °W. 
Cooper. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Ex parte DUFFY—14th November. 


Jusrices—Licenstinc—Dvz Nortick ror ANNUAL Megtine coop Noricsg 
FoR ApsouRNED MerTinc—Wrnxe AND Beernovuse Act, 1869 (32 & 33 
Vicr. oc. 27), 8. 7. 

In this case counsel moved for a rule nisi calling upon the justices of 
the county of Northumberland to shew cause why a mandamus should not 
issue commanding them to hold a further adjourned licensing meeting to 
hear and determine the application of Joseph Duffy for a licence for wine 
and beer for the Commercial Hotel at Wallsend. The licensing justices 
for the East Castle Ward of the county had refused to do so, on the ground 
that a proper notice had not been given for the adjourned meeting. The 
annual licensing meeting was fixed for the 26th of August, to be held at 
Teignmouth, and Joseph Duffy duly caused a notice to be given more 
than twenty-one days before that date. The applicant applied fora full 
licence of his premises, and in the alternative for a wine and beer licence. 
On the 26th of August application was made for a full licence, which was 
refused. Nothing was done on that day with regard to the second or 
alternative application for a wine and beer licence, and the justices fixed 
the statutory adjourned meeting then for the 30th of September. [Lord 
Russet, C.J.—Do I understand that the application for the wine and 
beer licence was not reached?] Nothing whatever was done in the matter 
that day, no application for the alternative licence was made, and it was 
not heard or determined in any way. Duffy was advised and believed that 
he should be in order if he applied at the adjourned meeting for the 
alternative licence, but on his doing so the justices refused to go into the 
matter on the ground stated. On his behalf it was contended that in law 
the first meeting and the adjourned meeting were substantially one and 
the same. The Court of Ap had held in Reg. v. Pownall (1893, 2 Q. B. 
158) that for the purposes of making an application, which proper notice 
had not been given in time for it to be heard at the first meeting, was 
nevertheless a good notice for the adjourned meeting. In other words, 
that the twenty-one days were to be computed, not from the first day of the 
general annual meeting at which the application was made, but from the 
day upon which the application was actually heard. In the present case 
the fail statutory notice had been given for the general annual licensing 
meeting, and 4 fortiori, when the notice was good for the first day, an 
application for an alternative licence could be made at any later time 
during the ‘‘day’’ or period formed by the meeting and the adjourned 
meeting when the justices were sitting to hear such matters. 

Tue Court (Lord Russet, C.J., and Grantuam, J.) thought that the 
spplicant’s contention was right, holding that a notice for the annual meet- 
ing was a good notice for the adjourned meeting, and as it appeared from 
the evidence that the justices refused to hear the alternative application, 
on the ground that it had been waived, the applicant was entitled under 
the circumstances to be heard. Rule nisi granted accordingly.—Counsz1, 
Strachan. Souscrrons, J. EB. & H. Scott,for W. S. Daglish § Mulcaster, 
Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

[ by Ensxise Ryip, Barrister-at-Law.) 








A very successful ancing concert was held on behalf of the Royal 
Courts Sick and Provident Fund on rma! omens last at St. 
Martin’s Town Hall. Mr. T. T. Bucknill, Q.C., M.P., was in the chair, 
and Mr. ¥. A. Stringer in the vice-chair, and among those present were 
the Lord Chief Justice and Lord Justice Rigby. 

At the Maidstone Assizes on the 22nd inst., Mr. Justice Hawkins, on 
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1895 :— 
Allen, Ernest 


Almy, Percival Henry William 


Ayrton, Edwin 


Bailey, Wilfred Ormond, B.A. 
Baker, Hugh Bernard 
Balleine, Francis Edward, B.A. 


Barker, Harold 


Barrett, Walter Henry 

Baxter, Francis William 

Beach, Henry Granville 

Beall, Edward Metcalfe 
Bellingham, George Edward Horton 
Berkeley, Rowland Henry 

Berry, Albert Edward 

Bevan, Theophilus Hamilton 


Blackford, Charles 
Bowling, William 


Bowman, John Broughton 
am, George Arthur Harwin, 


Brierly, George Herbert 
Brighouse, Robert Wales 


Brown, Peter 


Brown, Thomas Stephen 
a Charles Ernest Christopher 


Canning, Alexander Guerra 
Capel, Ernest Amphlett 


Chick, Albert John 


Cobbett, Herbert Richard, B.A. 


Coop, George Pool 


Cornock, David Stroud 


Crane, George 


Cresswell, William Warneford 
Crisp, John Wilson 

Crombie, Norman Thomson 
Crowder, Alexander Jeffries 
Cruttenden, William 


Darby, Charles He 


Davies, Charles Robert, B.A. 

Day, Henry George Cyril, B.A. 

y Langston 

Ditchfield, John William Hall, B.A. 
Dixon, Clive Fletcher 

Drake, Charles Frederick 


Day, Henr 


Du Bois, Edward 


Dyson, William Ellis 
Eastley, John Beckley 


Edwards, John 


Edwards, Patrick Harrington 
m 


Elmbirst, Willia 
Everitt, Clement 


Forbes, Barré Robert Mackray, B.A. 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names. are in alphabetical order) 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 7th of Novemk 


Jepps, Elliott Patton, B.A. 
Johnstone, Leopold Foster 
Jones, Aneurin 
Jones, Harold Mouat 
Jones, Joseph Thomas 
Jones, Timothy Morris 
King, Hugh John 
Knight, Sydney Joseph 
Knowles, Robert John 
Lacy, Joseph Aloysius 

h, Basil 
Leonard, Harry 
Lewis, James Hubert 
Lockett, George Gordon 
Lomax, John Knight 
Lovatt, Alfred Frederick 
McLellan, John Stuart 
Maidment, Leonard Rodolph 
Manks, George Henry 
Marks, Henry 
Marris, Charles Albert 
Mason, Daniel Johnston 
Mason, Thomas Frederick 
Maudlin, George Terry 
May, George Herbert 
Mee, Harold James 
Metcalfe, Thomas Davis 
Miller, Alexander Thomes 
Minton-Senhouse, Alfred Darby 
Morrell, Philip Edward, B.A. 
Morton, Albert 
Mumford, Guy Tallent 
North, Leonard Alfred Lauraine 
Ogden, Frederick William 
Palmer, William 
Passingham, Alfred Edward 
Paterson, Athol Scott 
Pearce, Thomas Edward Lewin 
Peile, Frank Kitchener, B.A. 
Piper, Donald 
Pode, Arthur Crawley, B.A. 
Pope, Edward Alexander 
Prentice, John Manning, B.A. 
Prescott, Richard Melling 
Price, Arthur Woodfine 
Pritchard, Herbert Arthur 
Pumfrey, Henry 
Punchard, James Septimus 
Ranger, Hugh Frederick 
Rees, Harry Stanton 
Richards, Martin Rees 
Roberts, Alfred Ernest 
Robertson, Gilbert 





Franckeiss, John Henry 
Franks, Arthur James 

Fry, Hubert Gerald 
Garner, Edward James 
Gatey, George 

Gidden, Owen Edward Barton 
Glanley, Ernest David 
Gordon, Hugh, M A. 
Green, Frederick William 
Greville, Herbert Edwin 
Hall, Alfredi Herbert 

Hall, James, B.A. 

Hamp, Robin Percy 
Hanne, Herbert Curtis Lee 
Hare, George Dudley 
Harris, Sidney Edmund 
Hartland, Linton Sydney 
Hil , Leonard William 
Hind, Robert Barrow 
Hindmarsh, Andrew Brown 
Holt, Arthur 

Holt, Henry Cecil 

Hopson, Frederick Ongley 
Hoseack, Anthony Henry, B.A. 


hton, Bertram Francis 
Foe ats Edmund enw 
Ireland, Herbert Francis Kellie 
Tronside, Alfred Allan 
Tange, Edward Swinton Wodehouse 
Jennings, Thomas 


Robertson, William Alexander, B.A, 


Scholefield, John 


Seaman, Charles Hubert Alfred 
Senior, Lewis Farrar 

Sharpe, Alan Frederic 

Shaw, Frederic John 

Shillitoe, Francis Rickman 
Shimeld, Christopher Wesley 
Snagg, Bertram Cecil Keith 


Spencer, Edmund 


Nov: 39; 


bite, William E 
D itworth, Regi 
ghtman, Hen1 















he following 
ecesstul at the 
Q 5 _— 
mstrong, Rict 
natt, Jonaths 
res, James P 
arlow, Samuel 
ayley, Kennet 
paven, John 
ickham, Georg 
ill, Frank Erm 
“~~ bag = 
Jake, John 
lton, Walter 
ottomley, Lec 
ox, Henry Th 
randt, Hse, 
iggs, vohn 
Ok Greaves 
Richard 
brooks, James 
Bulkley, Maur 
Butcher, Hug’ 
Nave, Harold ' 
hambers, Chi 
hittock, Gilb 
ollins, Harry 
ope, George 
opeman, Ch 
A 






















B.A. 
Darrell, Claud 
Davie, Herber 
Dawson, Vince 
Denton, Char 
Deverell, Joh: 
Dey, Lewis It 
Drewry, Edw 
Drewry, Hew 
Durrance, W: 
Kd wards, Mo 
Eliott, John . 
Emanuel, W: 
Fairburn, Ar 
enna, John. 
rancis, Artl 
Freer, Willia 
Gowen, Fred 
Hatten, Har 
Hayward, C 

B.A 


Heath, Haro 

Hilton, Sam 

Hoare, Edws 

Hodgson, W 
B.A. 


How, Archi 
How, Fran 
B.A. 
Hubbard, A 
Hulton, Fre 


Springett, Thomas Brook Springeté # Jackson, Ch 


Stansfield, Walter Daniel 
Steed, Francis George 
Steel, Thomas Samuel 


Steer, Berry Reeve 


Stephen, Lessel Palmer, B.A. 
Stirk, Frank Aubrey 

Stocken, Walter Aloysius 
Stokes, Geerge Lort 

Stow, Gordon Wiliiam 
Swallow, Isasc Harrinson, B.A. 
Swinscow, Frederick William 
Tatham, Arthur Trevor 
Taylor, Alfred Miles 

Thomas, Edmund Crews 


Varley, Frank 


Vulliamy, Lionel Hastings 


Jacobs, Ber 
Johnstone, | 
Jonghaus, “ 
Kent, Arth 
Kesham, Jo 
Lawson, Ei 
Littler, Os 
Lowless, R 
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hite, William Ernest Crabtree, B.A. Williams, William Alfred 
hitworth, Reginald Wilson, Charles Barker 
ghtman, Henry Worthington Windeatt, Francis Knowles 

ki i Worth, Edward Lyttleton 
Youll, John Harold 
illiams, John Bellis Young, George 
iliams, Rowland Charsley 


Frvat EXAMInartion. 


'The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
essful at the Final Examination held on the 5th and 6th of November, 
95 :— 
mstrong, Richard Harold 
natt, Jonathan 
tyres, James Parker 
arlow, Samuel Joseph 
ayley, Kennett Champain 
eaven, John 
ickham, George William, B.A. 
ill, Frank Ernest 
acker, William Stewart 
lake, John Bale 
olton, Walter Septimus 
ottomley, Leonard, M.A., LL.B. 
ox, Henry Thomas 
randt, Hugh Bernard 
briggs, John James 
brook-Greaves, John 
Richard 
brooks, James 
Bulkley, Maurice Arthur 
Butcher, Hugh 
Dave, Harold Watkins 
hambers, Charles Graham, B.A. 
hittock, Gilbert Carsey 
ollins, Harry De Montmorency 
ope, George Beswick, B.A. 
opeman, Charles Edward Fraser 
B.A 


Darrell, Claud Edward 
Davie, Herbert Ernest 
Dawson, Vincent Osborne Cort, B.A. 
Denton, Charles William 
Deverell, John Richards Croft, B.A. 
Dey, Lewis Irving 
Drewry, Edward Gwyther 
Drewry, Henry Swayne 
Durrance, Walter 
Edwards, Morrice Alfred, B.A. 
Eliott, John Allen 
Emanuel, Walter Lewis 
Fairburn, Arthur Milward 
‘enna, John, 
Francis, Arthur Edward 
Freer, William 
Gowen, Frederick 
Hatten, Harry Ambrose Philip 
— Charles John William, 
A 


Lowther, Lancelot Christopher 

Martin, Henry Scott . 

Martineau, Lionel, B.A. 

Matthews, Herbert Ambrose 

Mead, Gerald Harvey 

Miller, Frederick Sidney 

Morgan, Frederick Stuart 

Morton, Gerard Sinclair 

Mossop, Clyde Swinson 

Mott, Charles Egerton, B.A. 

Neve, Frank Lethbridge 

Newall, James Edward 

Newbery, Stobart Bryce, B.A. 

Newton, Harry 

Oakeshott, Frank Benjamin, B.A. 

Oldfield, Albert 

Orams, Edward 

Page, Thomas Howard 

Phillips, John Samuel 

Pierron, Henri 

Prance, Frederick Arthur, B.A. 

Richards, William 

Ricketts, Ricketts Raymond 

Robbins, William Joseph 

Roberts, John Trevor 

Roos, Gustaf Oscar 

Rye, James Bacon, B.A. 

Ryland, Herbert Henry 

Seal, Samuel Henry 

Sharp, Howard Wilberforce 

Simpson, George Harold 

Smith, Douglas Edwin 

Storer, James Maitland 

Strange, Ellis 

Stroud, Herbert 

Talbot, Reginald 

Tarrant, Joseph Frederick 

Thurnell, George Thurlow Brace 
Summers 

Todd, Gerald Maltby 

Tucker, Walter Greame Pitts, B.A. 

Upton, Ralph Daubeny, B.A. 

Valentine, Algernon celot Wil- 
liam 

Vaughton, Rowland Griffith, B.A. 

Vinall, Cecil 

Walsh, Alfred 

Ware, Walter Patrick Webb, B.A. 

Watson, John, LL.B. 

Weatherley, Leonard Sacheverell 
Charles Barnabas 

Webb, Maurice Lancelot, B.A. 

Whadcoat, Gordon Cuming 

Whalley, Arthur 

White, Alfred Wallis 

Whitelock, Arthur Radcliffe, B.A. 

Whitgreave, Charles Vincent 

Wilden, Herbert 

Wilkins, Granville Augustus, B.A. 

Wilkinson, William Durham 

Williams, John Thomas 

Wills, John 

Wilson, Archibald Berdmore 
ae — , 

Winch, John Nightingall, B.A. 

Woodcock, William Stanley 

Woolston, Charles Eustace 

Wrigley, Herbert Greenwood 


Thomas 


Heath, Harold Fell 

Hilton, Samuel 

Hoare, Edward Henry 

—_— William Frederick Sanfrid, 


Horton, Thomas 

Hossell, Herbert 

How, Archibald Wybergh 

_ Francis Ambrose Walsham, 


Hubbard, Austin Gardner 
Hulton, Frederick Copley, B.A. 
Jackson, Charles Nevill 
Jacobs, Bertram 

Johnstone, George Wild 
Jonghaus, Thomas Chadwick 
Kent, Arthur Lawrence 
Kesham, John Northhouse 
Lawson, Edmund 

Littler, Oswald Collier 
Lowless, Ronald Dosson 
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LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 
Nov. 26.—Chairman: Mr. Neville Tebbutt.—The subject for debate | 
was, ‘‘ That the case Strachan v. Universal Stock Exchange (1895, 2 Q. B. | 
329) was wrongly decided.”” Mr, W. A. Jolly opened in the affirmative, | 
Mr. A. ©. F. Boulton opened in the negative. The following members 
also spoke :—Mesars. A. Dickson, I’. M..Smith, A. S. Legg, E.S. Hubbard, | 
J.8. Wilkinson, A. Hair, F. G. Jones, W. E. Singleton. Mr. W. A. 
Jolly replied, and the chairman summed up. The motion was lost by 
three votes. The subject for debate at the next meeting of the society on 
Tuesday, the 10th day of December, is, ‘‘ That there should be some 
system of compulsory retirement applicable to all judicial officers.”’ 


LORD JAMES ON THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 
IN THE COUNTY PALATINE. 


Ar Manchester a few days a deputation representing the Manchester 
and Liv 1 Inco: Law Societies waited upon Lord James, 
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, in to matters connected 
with the administration of justice inthe county. The deputation consisted 
of Mr. L. Tatham, president of the Manchester Law Society ; Mr. C. H. 
Morton, president of the Liverpool Law oo | ; Mr. Laurence (Liver- 
1) ; . John Cooper (Manchester) ; and Mr. J. F. Milne (Manchester). 
t was explained that further facilities were desired for the administration 
of justice, and particularly for the hearing of both Chancery and common 
law cases, including divorce, admiralty, and probate matters by means of 
continuous sittings of judges in the county of Lancaster. It was stated 
that there had been a large increase in the business of the Palatine Court 
since the Vice-Chancellor sat in Lancaster continuously, and it was urged 
that the business in other branches would probably increase in the same 
way if a judge sat continuously. It was a question for the Lord Chan- 
oes and the Chancellor of the Duchy to decide whether the jurisdiction 
of the Vice-Chancellor should be increased or the Palatine Court should 
be made a branch of the High Court. It was stated that the suitor’s fee 
fund had accumulated to so a sum that the interest on that alone 
would almost provide the salary of an additional judge to deal with com- 
mon law matters. 

Lord James, in reply, said that when he was the representative of Bury 
he took great interest, and his constituents took great interest, in the 
questions which had now been brought before him. The deputation would 

ize that they had to be determined principally by the Lord Chan- 
cellor. In anything that had to be done by virtue of his executive power, 
such as sending judges here from the High Court, his lordship must be 
guided by the feelings of the judges. It was impossible to treat the 
judges as if they were mere servants of the Lord Chancellor. As far as 
anything depended upon the executive action of the Lord Chancellor they 
must be good enough to make their representations to him. He himself 
would not forget the views he had previously expressed, and he would be 
glad to place the views of the deputation before the Lord Chancellor. There 
was oneaspect of their demands, at allevents, which would require legislation 
—namely, the extension of the jurisdiction of the Palatine Court so as to 
give it jurisdiction over defendants who did not reside in the County 
Palatine. That could not be done by executive r. Practically it 
would be for the Lord Chancellor to determine it, all , of course, iu 
one sense, it was a matter for the whole Cabinet. say 
that as far as he could assist in placing their views before the Lord Chan- 
cellor he would be most happy to do so. He thought it would be better 
for them to ask for an interview with Lord Halsbury. He could answer 
for it that his lordship would be glad to see them and to learn their views. 
The result, of course, he could say nothing about, but his services would 
be available to put them in communication with the Lord Chancellor. 
Perhaps it would be as well for them in the first place to put their views 
before the Lord Chancellor in writing, and to ask him to receive a deputa- 
tion afterwards. 





LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. S. D. Wanpy, Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of the Honourable 
Society of the Inner Temple for the ensuing year, in succession to 
Viscount Cross. 


Mr. Epwarp Henry Pemesr, Q.C., has. been elected Treasurer of the 


Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn for the 
Mr. Justice Chitty, but his term of office will not 
January. 


Mr. Cxartzes Henry Horwoop, Q.C., Recorder of Li has been 
elected Treasurer of the Honcurable Society of the Middle ple for the 
ensuing year, in succession to Judge Bagshawe, Q.C. 


Mr. Stepven Grorcs Satz, barrister-at-law, has been 
of the High Court at Calcutta, in the room of Mr. John 
Q.0., who has been permitted to retire. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DrssoLvrion. 


Bonun Henry Cuanpier Fox and Wiit1am Gsrores Barrow Primay, 

solicitors (J. & B. H. C. Fox), Lutterworth. November 18. The said 
ractice will in future be carried on at Lutterworth aforesaid, and at 
ugby, by the said William George Barrow Pulman. 

James Powzit and Wii11am Goopaxs, solicitors (Powell & Goodale), 34, 
Essex-street, Strand. November 16. Mr. Goodale ‘has taken into part- 
nership Mr, Alfred Allen Hobson, and they will practise at No. 9, Essex- 
street, Strand, W.C., under the style or firm of Goodale & Hobson. 

Rongrt Extiorr Heessarson and Jurivs Tvansn, solicitors (Herbertson 
& Turner), Newcastle-upon-Tyne. November 1. 

[ Gazette, November 22. 


year in succession to 
until the 11th of 


inted a Judge 
Norris, 


INFORMATION WANTED. 
£10 REWARD.—WANTED, the original Will, made in 1857, of 
Exizanstx Greasy, late of Kensington-park-terrace, Notting~-hill, in the © 
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county of Mi: 


ddlesex, spinster, who died in or about the month of May, 
1857. The above reward will be paid to any person producing same 
3 — Moore, Keily, & Lloyd, Solicitors, 31, Molesworth-street, 
Re Charles Tyler, deceased.—Will any solicitor or other person who 
can give any information respec a Will of Cuartes TyiEr, Esq., late 
of Elberton, New West-end, Finchley-road, Hampstead, N.W., who died 
on 2nd inst., kindly communicate at once with the undersigned solici- 
tors ?—Dated this 21st November, 1895.—Gard, Hall, & Rook, 2, Gresham- 
buildings, Basinghall-street, London, E.C. 





GENERAL, 


In consequence of Mr. Justice Wright’s having to go to Southampton 
to hear the election petition in place of Mr. Baron Pollock, civil business 
at the Leeds Assizes has been postponed until Wednesday morning next. 


At the Winchester Assizes, says the Times, Mr. Justice Wills was 


in trying cases the details of which are unfit for publication. In‘ 


engaged 

the course of trying one of these a question arose as to whether the 
prisoner ought to be called asa witness ornot. The learned judge said 
that, in reference to the enactment under which an accused person was 
enabled to give evidence, after a long experience and trying hundreds of 
these cases, it was, in his opinion, of very great advantage to an innocent 
man, though not to a guilty one, to be called as a witness. He himself 
should be very glad to see this power extended to all cases, and he trusted 
that this would become law before very long. The prisoner did give 
evidence, and in the result was convicted. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaisrears 1x ATTEYDANCE ON 





Date. Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
+ No. 2. CuITTy. Norra. 
Monday, Dec. ..........000000+ 2 Mr. Jackson Mr, jLavie Mr. Rolt 
Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KEKEWICH. Romer. 
Mr. Pugh Mr. Godf 
Godfrey 
Pugh Godf: 
s. rey 
Beal Leach 











WarnInG TO INTENDING House Purcuasgrs AND Lesszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
County Pauatine or LANCASTER. 
Loorep 1x CHANCERY. 

Nationat Travine Co, Lintrep—Petn for wanting up, presented Nov 19, directed to be 
heard at the ize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester, on Monday, Dec 2, at 10.30. 
W. BR. & P. 8. Minor, 29, Fountain st, Manchester, agents for Wm. Ogden, Oldham, 
solor for er. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 2 
o'clock in afternoon of Nov 30 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Fatenpiy Society anp Mepicat Dispensary Society, National Schoolroom, Wimbledon’ 
y. Nov9 

Matron, Nortoyx, anv District Co-operative Society, Liurrep, St. Nicholas st, Norton, 

Yorks. Nov9 
‘Sours Herron Co-orzrative Meat Surrty Society, Limirep, 3, Front st, South Hetton, 
Durham. Nov 16 


London Gazette.—Tuzspay, Nov. 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimiTep us CHANCERY. 

G. & 8. Brackxett, Lourep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 23, directed to be 
heard on Dec 4. W. O. Freeman, 5, Eastcheap, solor for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 2 

Hexcuuirg axp Evecreican Manuracturine Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, pre- 

Nov 22, be heard Dec 4. Dale, 46, Finsbury circus, solor for petners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Dec 3 

Iswoop & Co, Limirzep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 23, directed to be heard Dec 
4. Kingsbury & Turner, 369, Brixton rd, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 8 


County Paxratine or LANCASTER. 
Loutep in CHancery. 


Borrow Mourvat Property Co, Limirzp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 18, 


send their names and ad , and particulars of their debts or claims, to 


Mather, 10, Acresfield, Bolton. Rutter, Bolton, solor for liquidator 


up. " 
Nationa Trapine Co, Luarsp—Creditors are i on or before Dec 23, to 
thuir debts or clal 


Oe ne ee ee eee a ee or claims, to Mr. Ed 
| oe 2, Carr st, st, Manchester. Wragg, Manchester, solor tg 
iqui r 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bury Sr. Epmonps Frienpiy Sociztizs Mepicat Arp AssociaTi0Nn, Foresters’ Court 


Room, Grapes Inn, Bury 8t. Edmunds, Suffolk. Nov 16 - 
. EMALE Provipent Society, Schoolroom, Montacute, Iiminster, Somerset, 
‘ov 16 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 15. 
Brocpen, George Wiii1amM Harcreaves, Old Broad an Menheat Dec 20 Wallace y 


Brogden, Chitty, J Tatham & Lousada, Old B . 
awam,: Biss, Liverpool Dec16 Pritchurd vy Edwards, Registrar, Liverpool Jones 


, Liv 1 
Epwarps, Mary Eitza, Liverpoo! Dec16 Pritchard v Edwards, Registrar, Liverpool 


ones, Liverpool! 
Hant, Naruan Samvuzt, Liverpool, Financial Agent. Dec 16 Humphreys v Harris, 
Regi , Liverpool. Davies, Liverpool 
sai Rosert, Carnarvon, Ironmonger Dec 11 Hughes v Williams, Kekewich, J 


arter, Bangor 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or CLam. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, Nov. 15 
ANGILBERT, Saran, Gravesend Dec15 Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq, W C 
BenwitT, Sazan Louisa, Powis sq, Bayswater Dec13 Hickin & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bevis, Joszpx, Newport, I W, Builder Dec 24 Eldridge & Sons, Newport 
Buianp, Wiiu1am, Scarborough, Builder Jan1 Tate & Co, Scarborough 
Butter, Marx, Potterne, Wilts, Market Gardener Dec14 Hopkins, Devizes 
Croome, Tuomas Lancexor, Pall Mall,S W, Esq Dec17 Mullings & Co, Cirencester 
DapsweEtu, Saran, Crowbourne, Sussex Dec16 Stenning & Co, Tonbridge 
Davies, Witu1am, Mold, Flint Decl Simon, Mold 


Deumar, Freperick Ortanpo Tompson, St Petersburgh pl, Bayswater, Esq 
Kerly & Co, Gt Winchester st 
GirrorD, Francis Gzores, Cambridge, Gent Dec17 Peed, Cambridge 


Hissert, Huan Rosert, Barnstaple, Colonel Dec2 Donaldson, Bedford row 


Hiypie, Caapeme, Hurst, Ashton under Lyne, General Dealer Deci7 Ellison, Ashton 
under Lyne 
Homes, Harziet, Brighton Dec 24 LEggar, Brighton 


Hueues, Euma Lucy, Liverpool, Outfitter Jan1 T J Smith & Son, Liverpool 
Lister, Toomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Butcher Dec 12 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle on 
e 


Miusr, Tuomas, Thorpe le Soken, Essex Gent Dec18 Welton, Woodbridge 
Mitts, Mary, Leicester Dec 20 Burgess & Dexter, Leicester 


Newson, James Joszru, Hanging Heaton, nr Dewsbury, York Dec20 Ridgway & Ridg- 
way, — : 
Otprie.p, Gzorez, Dringthorpe, York, Esq Dec 21 Cobb & Son, Yorks 


Oupr1eLpD, Eurty Manian Rovsse.in, Godalming Dec 31 Redpath & Co, Bush lane 
Orme, Gzorez, Sutton, Distiller Nov 30 Blyth & Co, Old Broad st 

Pescop, Henry, Midhurst, Sussex, Grocer Dec 20 Johnson & Son, Midhurst 
Pyx-Surtu, Joun Wii11aM, Sheffield, Gent Dec 21 Ibbotson & Co, Sheffield 


sum, he pommel Means, Playden Rectory, Rye Dec 31 Bannister & Co, John st, 
‘ord row 

Ricuarpson, AnrreD, New Wharf rd, Caledonian rd, Foreman of Saw Mills 

Rimer, Quality Court, Chancery lane 

Recsrs, Georges Humrnrey, Solihull, Warwick, Farmer Dec9 Sydney & Co, Birming- 
Roserrs, Witi1am, Liverpool Dec1l Cleaver & Co, Liverpool 

Saux, Joszru, Litchurch Lodge, Derby, Gent Dec 31 Sale & Son, Derby 

Sarcent, WittiaM, Walton pl, Chelsea, Gent Deci1l Dangerfield & Blythe, Craven 


st, WC 
Sm, James, Charnock, Lancs Dec7 Miller, Chorley 
Starter, Isaac, Kirksanton Mill, Cumberland Dec8 Butler, Broughton in Furness 


Srocxer, Joun, Glenageary, Kingstown, Staff Commander RN, HMS Ajax Jan 1 
Loughrey, Dublin 

Srougnari, Heyrrerra Isapgiua, Athens, Greece Jan1 Flux & Co, East Indiaavenue 
Sutston, Josepu, Leighton Buzzard Dec30 Calcott, Leighton Buzzard 


Tuompsox, Faeperick Auaustus, West Bolton grdns, South Kensington, Mining 
Engineer Dec 16 Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton avenue 
Tompson, Joun, Birmingham, Handcuff Manufacturer Dec 31 Restall, Birmingham 


Dec 18 


Dec 18 


's lane 
Youne, Any, Gateshead, Durham Jani Wilson, Newcastle upon Tyne 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Nov. 19. 

Berrs, Sanat Ann, Capel rd, Forest Gate Dec25 Carr & Martin, Gt Tower st 

Brves.ey, Rosgrt, Scarborough, Gas Engineer Dec 31 Dunfing & Co, Leeds 

Brirran, Tuomas, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Solicitor’s Clerk Jan 1 Partridge & Co, 

King’s Lynn 

Ciayrox, Freprxicx, Highbury park Jan1 Tyler, Clement’s inn 

Circa, Joun, Bolton, Lancs,Gent Decé1 Bradbury, Bolton 

Cocknury, Caroine Jayez, Croft Hayes Dec 31 Balderston & Co, Bedford row 

CopELAnD, Joun, Leicester, Gent Dec19 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

Crawsnay, Lisa Exiza, Oaklands Park, Gloucester Dec 16 Gabb & Walford, Aber- 

gavenny 

Daty, Geverat Sin Henny Dagmor, GCB, CIE, Ryde, I W Feb15 Guscotte & Co, 
Essex st, Strand 

Dixon, Tuomas, Rickmansworth, Chemist Dec 23 Rowell & Lomas, Rickmansworth 

Puucrey Tuomas Appr, Donnington Priory, Berks, Esq Jan 11 Rooke & Coker, 





JowaTHay Axprew & Sons, Loarzp—By an made, it was ordered that the volun- 
tary winding i Smith, of Ash 


ton-under~Lyne was appointed 


up be continued ; and John 


liquidator, in addition to Charles Henry Wade, the liquidator appointed in the winding 


Wasanck, Wituiam Avery, Staines rd, Twickenham Aug 31 Marshall & Haslip, - 
Martin’s lan: 





. Nov. 


Gissor, JOHN, 
RE, Franco 
on Essex § 
Barnes, THO 
Heviey, Art 
Heviey, Ma 
HoiroyD, W: 
Howanrp, Cr 
Covent 








Howson, He: 
Ivwoop, Sar. 
Jackson, JOE 
Jensen, Cur 

Burton 
Jonzs, Susay 


Kyow tes, Et 
ham 
Kyow gs, E: 
Lane, Faanc 
Lawrorp, Gt 
fields, " 


Lea, Joun W 
Mayrvtt, Jo 
h 


am 
Manxcu, Jose 


BA 


Auiensy, 8a 
ey Pt 
Arkin, WAL‘ 
Grimby 
Baur, the 
shire 
Basrorp, Hi 
ampton, 
Nov 20 
BAssINGTON, 
Canterbu 
Beaumont, | 
Pet Nov‘ 
Braysnaw, | 
Dewsbur: 


Caitps, Pin 
igh Cov 
Coston. AR’ 


High Cov 
Earouey, Ep 
Nantwick 
France, Jam 
16 Ord! 
Grecory, Ge 
High Cor 
Haycock, Jo 
18 Ord! 


Hitt, W111. 
Nov 18 
Hueues, Jay 

Ord Nov 
Hopason, Hi 

Dealers 
Incuam, Jest 

Grimsb 
JERRAMS, c 


Ord N 
LANGFI&LD, 
mercial 
Nov 20 
Morrart, G: 
High Cor 
Moxey, Per 
Pet Nov 
Nicks, AnTH 
Oct 30 


High Con 
Oakey, OLIiv 

Coventry 
Perks, THom 

Pet Nov 
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ILVESTER, . 
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Gissor, Joun, Leeds, Gent Deci4 Dunning & Co, Leeds 


Hare, a Curyyer, Glazbury rd, West Kensington, Esq Feb 15 Guscotte & Co, 


Strand 


Harxes, Tomas, Craven pk, Harlesden Dec 28 Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbury pl 

Heviey, Arruvr, Felton, Northumbrid, M.D. Dec2 Douglas, Alnwick 

Hevizy, Mary, Felton, Northumbrid Dec2 Douglas, Alnwick 

Hotzoyp, Wii114m, Scarborough, Gent Dec 31 Dunning & Co, Leeds 

Howarp, Cecrt, Fulham rd, Dramatic Critic Dec 20 Wilkinson & Co, Bedford st, 


Covent garden 


Howson, Henry Vernon, Edgbaston, Ironfounder Dec 30 Smith & Co, Birmingham 
Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 

Jackson, Joun Conen, Amhurst rd, Hackney Dec 28 Herbert Smith, Coleman st 
JexsBx, CHRISTIAN, peaeting, Jutland, Denmark, Shipwright Jan 16 Harrison & 


Inwoop, Saran, Birkenhead Jan 21 


Burton, Liverpoo! 


Joxzs, Susannau, Newport, Salop Dec 28 Heane, Newport 
Dee 31 


Keowies, Epuunp Hexry, Erdington, Warwick, Gent 


Kyow.es, Evizaneru, Nailstone, Leicester Dec 31 Thorpe, Ross, Herefordshire 
Lave, Faances, Sawbridgeworth, Herts Dec 12 Ackland & Son, Bishops Stortford 
Dec 19 Bower, Lincoln’s inn 


Lawrorp, Groraz, Tokenhouse yard, EC, Stockbroker 
fields, WC 


Lea, Joun Wiu1am, Liverpool, Plumber Jan3 Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Maples & McCraith, Notting- | 


Mayrvtt, Joun, Lenton, Nottingham, Chemist Dec 31 
ham 


Mancx, Journ, London rd, Clapton, Gent Dec17 Keeping & Gloag, Lombard st 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Attensy, Samuet, Burnley, Lancs, Cabinet Maker Burn- 
ley P.t Nov20 Ord Nov 20 

Arkin, WALTER Frep, Utterby, Lines, General Dealer Gt 
Grimby Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 

Baur, the Rev Tuomas Grorce, Kingsland, Hereford- 
shire Leominster Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

Basrorp, Henry Tuomas, and Stepney Basrorp. South- 
ampton, Tailors Southampton Pet Nov 20 Ord 
Nov 20 

Bassincton, Artur, Deal, Kent, 
Canterbury Pet Nov19 Ord Nov1l 

Beaumont, F W, Ipswich, Sack Manafacturer Ipswich | 
Pet Nové Ord Nov 18 

BraysHaw, GrorGe ARMITAGE, 
Dewsbury Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

Canter, Jenemian, Stcne, Staffs, Builder Stafford Pet 
Nov5 Ord Nov 19 

Caitps, Pmuies, Downham rd, 
High Court Pet Nov18 Ord No; 18 

Cotston. ARTHUR, Bristol, Tobacconist Bristol 
19 Ord Nov 1 

Deato, WILLIAM eed Leadenhall st, E 
High Court Pet Sept 26 Ord Nov 19 

Earovey, Epwarp, jun, Norton in Hales, Salop, Farmer 
Nantwich Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 20 

France, James, Salford, Lancs, Baker Salford Pet Nov 
16 Ord Nov 16 


C, Engineer 


Grecory, Gzorce, Laurence Pountney lane, E C, Merchant | 


High Court Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

Hancock, Jonny Howarp, Cardiff, Pilot Cardiff Pet Nov 
18 Ord Nov 18 

Hitt, Witu1aMm, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt Grimsby 
Novis Ord Nov 18 

Hugues, Jann, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool 
Ord’ Nov 19 


Pel; Nov 19 


Dealers Leeds Pet Nuv4 Ord Nov 18 
Incuam, Jessx, Cleethorpes, Lincs, 
Grimsby Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 
Jerrams, Joseph Watrtoy, Farthingoe, 
Farmer Banbury Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Joxes, Owen Davin, Carnarvon, Draper Bangor Pet 
Nov19 Ord Noy 19 

Jones, WALTER Simon, Chester, Stationer Chester Pet 
Oct 21 Ord Nov 18 

Kxicut, Ricnarp, Bradford, Solicitor Bradford Pet Nov 
5 Ord Nov 18 

LanarieLtp, Epwix, Askew rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Com- 
— Traveller High Court Pet Sept 17 

ov 20 


Morrarr, Gzorer, New inn chmbrs, Wych st, Merchant | 


High ‘Court Pet June2l Ord Nov 20 

Moxey, Perer, Lowestoft,. Smackowner 
Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

Nicks, AnrHony, Paignton, Devon, Baker Plymouth Pet 
Oct 30 Ord Nov 18 

Norron, Sresastian, Aldersgate st, Pipe Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov 20 

Oakey, Otiver James, Attleborough, nr Nuneaton, Baker 
Coventry Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Perks, Tuomas, Birmingham, Brasscaster 
Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 

Perry, WiLL1AM, Weston super Mare Wells Pet Nov 18 
Ord Nov 18 

PickeR1NnG, Isaac, Dalton in Furness, Boot Maker Ulvers- 
ton Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov18 

Pirt, Rapa, Wednesbury, Grocer 

ov 19 

Pootz, Antuur, Birmingham, Butchers Assistant Bir- 
mingham Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Rees, Joun, Maesteg, Glam, Grocer Cardiff Pet Nov18 
Ord Nov i8 

Rocers, Witiiam WiniAMs, Swanse: Bs Analytical Chemist 
Swansea Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 1 

Row.anps, WitL1am Jouy, aon. Aberdare, Glam, 
Grocer Aberdare Pet Novi19 Ord Nov 19 

Sitvester, Acnes Granam, Regent st, Court Milliner 
High Gourt Pet Novs Ord Nov 18 

Tarzan, Antuur, Kingston upon Hull, pte Kings- 
ton upon Hull Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 


Gt Yarmouth 


Birmingham 


Walsall Pet Nov 19 


| Tuomas 


| VauGuan, 


ane Victualler | 
Batley, Yorks, Butcher | 


Hackney, Cabinet Maker | 
Pet Nov | 


Pet 


Fish Merchant Great | 
Northampton, | 


Ord } 





Hel 


eman st 


tratford 





Birmingham 


Smith & Co, Birming- | 


| Newmarket 








Wituram, Pembrokeshire, Plumber Pembroke 
Pet Nuv18 Ord Nov 18 
Taomas, Baschurch, eee Farmer, Shrews- 


Dock 


bury Pet Nov20 Ord Nov 


Warp, Jonatuan, Sheffield, ote Dealer Sheffield 


Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 
Warens, James, Blofield, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich Pet 
Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 


| Watkins, James, Shirley, nr Birmingham, Accountant 


Clerk Birmingham Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 
Wuites, Joan, Burton on Trent, Painter Burton on Trent 
Pet Nov19 Ord Nov } 
Wuiraker, Cuartes Wentworts, Royton, Lanes, Mill 
Manager Oldham Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 20 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the Lon- 
don Gazette of Nov 8th :— 
| Humrres, James Martin, Lowestoft, Smackowner Great 
Yarmouth Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Atkin, Water Frep, Utterby, Lincs, General Dealer 
Nov 30 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Browne, Atpert Ricwarp, Norfolk, Compositor Nov 30 
at12 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Curton, Leicu Rican, Willenhall, Staffs, Hairdresser 

2at 11 Rec, Wolverhampton 

Cor, Arruur, Hereford, Auctioneer Dec 4 at 2.39 2, 
Offa st, Hereford 

Crort, Hexry, Warwick st, Pimlico, Wine Dealer Nov 
29 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Crompron, James, Bolton, Ropemakzr Nov 29 at3 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 

Davies, Witu1am, Leominster, Auctioneer 
2, Offa st, Hereford 

Extrincnam, James Taomas, Gosport, Photographer Dec 
2 at 3.15 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Exouisn, Anraur W, Edgefield, Norfolk, Builder Nov 30 
at 12.30 Off Ree, 8 st, Norwich 


Dec 4 at 2.30 


Hopasoy, Hakaiet, and Exrizaseta McLeop, Leeds, Boot | Gunnanp, WH. Tikeston, Derby, Druggist Nov 29 at 2.30 


Off Ree, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Comme Naruaxrer, Ashbury, Seen; Farmer Dec 2at 
1 Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Guyy, . es Norwich, Grocer Nov 30at11 Off Ree, 
8, King st, Norwich 

Hai, James, Preston, Lanes, Cooper Dec 13 at3 Off 
Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Hiaey, Rrcnarp, Craven Arms, Salop, Steward Nov 30 
at 2.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Hupsoy, WILuraM Mark, Cheltenham, Hotel Proprietor 
Nov 30 at 3.15 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Jenkins, WILLIAM Epwarp, and Tom Jenkins, Kemey’s 
Inferior, nr Caerleon, Mon, Farmer Dec3ati2 Off 
Rec, Gloucester Bank a Newport Mon 

Kinastoy, Witu1aM, Isle of Ely, Cambridgeshire, Farmer 
Dec 4at 10 Court house, King’s Lynn 

Kyieut, Ricuarp, Bradford, Solicitor Dec 5 at 12 Of 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Lana, W, Balham, Builder Nov 23 at 12 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge 

Layee, Francis Epwarp, Finsbury Pk rd, Fur Dealer 
Dec 3at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Law, Wuirakex, Wyke, Birstal, Yorks, Bootmaker Nov 
29at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row. Bradford 

Lewis, Tuomas, Brynmawr, Breconshire, Grocer Nov 29 
at12 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

wane, AprauaM, Bradford, General Dealer Nov 29 at 

12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Mecuam, WitiraM, Kenniogton rd, Scenic Artist Dec 2 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Me vor, Euvizasers, Leeds, Grocer Dec2atil Off Rec, 

Park row, 

Muze, Witxiam Spencer, Blackpool, Joiner Mov 29 at 

2.30 Albion Hotel Promenade, Blackpool 


Moore, Gores, Ordnance rd, 8t John’s Wood, Jobmaster | 


Dec 3at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Newman, Henry, Mereworth, Kent, Farmer 
11.15 Off Rec, Week st, Maidstone 
Pay, Cuantes Epwarp, Pitlake, Croydon, Builder Dec 2 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Powe tt, Francis Barcuam, Croydon, China Dealer Nov 
29 at 12.30 24, penne 8 SPP. London Bridge 
Reynowps, Joan, Weelsby, Gt Grimsby Nov 29 at11 Off 
Rec, 15, Osborne st, t Grimsby 


Dee 11 at 





Mtoe. Joun, Fishergate, Preston, Licensed Victualler Dec 20 W& A Blackhurst, 
reston 
eo a Hanes St Helens, Lancs, Glass Bottle Manufacturer Dec13 Barrow & 


Naruay, Hevry, Pembridge grdns, Esq Jan1 Montague & Co, Bucklersbury 
Oax.ey, Hersert, Cathcart rd, South Kensington Dec2 Fishers, Essex st, Strand 
Pierse, Witt1am, Wellington House, Underhill rd, Dulwich, Gent Dec 19 Clarke, 


Pumrrey, Anne, Upton upon Severn, Worcester Dec 16 Powell, Upton upon Severn 
Routrs, Faevesick, Mary street, Canning Town, Gas Stoker Dec2i Blott, Broadway, 


Row anp, Jonyx, Mumbles, Glam, Farm Labourer Dac 20 Cooper, Swansea 
Sap.er, Mary, Duckett rd, Harringay Dec 30 Willcocks, New inn, Strand 
Scruton, Arruur, Birmingham, Tailor, andSasau Jane Scruton Dec3l Smith & Co 


Suaw, Jaye Avice, Kilsby,nr Rugby Jan 1 Heane, Newport, Salop 

Sara, Erzayor, Old Kent rd Dec21 Francis & Calley, Austin Friars 

| Sprer, Josern Anseiu, Coburg, Victoria Dec15 Graham, Chancery lane 

Tuorntey, Rosert, Birmingham, Gent Dec 31 Smith & So, Birmingham 
| Wasttey, Francis, Little Shelford, Cambridge, Farmer Jan 1 Button & Aylmer, 
| Witiiams, Mary Anne Catuertne, Handsworth, Stafford Dec10 Gateley, Birmingham 
| Witson, Mary, Dobcross, nr Oldham Dec 20 Standring & Co, Shaw, nr Oldham 
Wooter, Cuartorre Exizasern, South Bailey, Durham Dec 21 Wilson & Co, Durham 
Woottricut, Jonx, Heswall, Chester, Gent Dec 7 Miller & Williamson, Liverpool 


Rowe, Joun Josrpa, Nottingham Nov 29at12 Off Rec, 
St Peter’s Church walk, 

Sarcent, Tuomas, 8t 
Dec 13 at 2.30 Off Ree, 14, “~y ¥ 


Scarporoven, Georcr Frepericx ANDEL, Norwich Nov 
30 at 11.30 Off Ree, 8, Kio st, Norwich 
Nov 29 at 


Sitvesrer, AGNES, mt st, Milliner 
2.30 ae = dgs, “Carey st 

Sraniey, James WIuiam, Ont feos upon Hull, Boiler 
Coverer Nov29 at 11 Off Trinity House lane, 
Hull 

Tarr, James, Diptford, Devon, Butcher Dec5 at.10 10, 
Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 


Wi tramsoy, Argmstrone, Sunderland, Patent Medicine 
Vendor Nov 29 at 38 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunder- 


* land 

Witwiams, Tuomas, Ruthin, Denbigh, Butcher Nov 29 at 
12 The Priory, Wrexham - 

Wituiams, Taomas, Lianfihangel Rhydithon, Radnor, 
Farmer Dec 5at 10 4, Corn sq, Leominster 

Win, Joun Witu1AMm, Blackburn, @ lass Dealer 
1.30 County Court House, Blackburn 


Dec 11 at 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLensy, Samvugt, Burnley, Cabinet Maker Burnley Pet 
Nov19 Ord Nov 20 

Arkin, WALTER Frep, Utterby, meg General Dealer Gt 

Grimsby Pet Nov16 Ord'Nov 16 

Bainsripet, Joun Davinson, Consett, Durham, Tailor 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 18 

Bassinetox, Arruur, Deal, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
Canterbury Pet Nov 18° Ord Nov 19 

Bosanquet, Caarues Kyicuron, Bristol, - -pamaaae Tra- 
veller Bristol Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 1 

Braysuaw, GeorGe ARMITAGE, Rn Yorks, Butcher 
Dewsbury Pet Novis Ord Nov 18 

CuiLps, Paiuir, Queen’s rd, Dalston, Cabinet Maker High 
Court Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

Co.istox, Arruur, Bristol, Tobacconist Bristol Pet Nov 
19 Ord Nov 19 

Des Crayves, CAMILLE, Jermyn st, St James’s, ue Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Nov i5 Ord Nov 1 

Enauisu, Artuur W, Norfolk, Builder N osarbin Pet Nov 
11 Ord Nov 19 

Farance, James, Salford, Lancs, Baker Salford Pet Nov 
16 Ord Nov 19 

Froeeatt, ALrrep, Birmingham, Coaldealer Birmingham 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 19 

Go.psmip, AtFrep Joseru, Bath, Boot Dealer Bath Pet 
Oct 9 Ord Nov 18 

Grecory, Georer, Laurence Pountney lane, Merchant 
High Court Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

Hancock, Joun Howarp, Cardiff, Pilot Cardiff Pet Nov 
16 Ord Nov 18 

Hitt, Wit.1am, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt Grimsby Pet 
Novis Ord Nov18 

Hosss, Josern Wri.1am, Snelsmore, Sore. Berks 
Farmer Newbury Pet Novi1l Ord Nov 16 

Huao, Faeperick, yt Cornwall, Hotel eeer Truro 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 

Incuam, Jesse, Gt Grumsty. Fish Merchant Gt Grimsby 
Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 1 . 

Jones, Owen Davin, ameter, Draper Bangor Pet 
Novi9 Ord Nov19 ‘ 

— =) James, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff PetOct23 Ord 


MILLER, Winuram Spencer, Blackpool, Joiner Preston 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 19 

Moxey, Peres, Lowestoft, leesitiensen Great Yarmouth 
Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 13 

Oakey, Ottver James, Attleborough, Nuneaton, Baker 


Coventry Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Perks, Tomas, 


y oe Birmingham 
Pet Novi9 Ord Nov 19 


Perry, Wiii1am, Weston super Mare Wells Pet Novié 
Ord Nov 18 

Piccerina, Isaac, Dalton in ~~ Yama Boot Maker Ulvers- 
ton Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov Ll 

Preston, WituiaM, Dorset ta Dorset square, Licensed 
Victualler St Albans Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 19 

a Wituiam Wiit14ms, Swansea, Analytical Chemist 

Ro Wi ap - Grd Nov 19 Aberdare, Glam 

L-, ILLIAM JOHN 

Grocer Aberdare PetNov19 Ord Nov 19 
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ne ee. 2 Maesteg, Glam, Grocer Cardiff Pet Nov 18 
N 


RicHarpsoy, _ eee Bradford, Stuff Warehouseman 
Bradford Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 20 
dean Samvet, sen, and Samvet Sirs, jun, Queensville, 
s, Hauliers Stafford PetApril4 Ord April 10 
Tomas, ‘Wiruiam, Tenby, Pembroke, Plumber Pembroke 
Dock Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 18 
Warp, Jonatuan, Sheffield, Provision Dealer Sheffield 
Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 
Warers, James, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich Pet Nov 19 
Ord Nov 20 
Waitrs, Joux, Burton on Trent, Painter Burton on Trent 
Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
Winpows, Fraxx Artuur, and Jonny Howarp, Swansea, 
ba Proprietors Liverpool Pet Aug 19 Ord 
‘ov 20 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 8. 
Houmrers, James Martin, Lowestoft, Smackowner 
Yarmouth Pet Nov2 Ord Nov4 


Gt 


London Gasette.—Tusrsvar, Nov. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Artxsros, Tou, Leighton Buzzard, Organ Builder 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Noy 21 
Besury, Aaron, Berry, Wit.iaM, 
Irlam, Lancs, Brickmakers Salford Pet Nov 21 
Nov 21 
Bromuzry, Groros. and Joun Fraxcirs Incram Bromiey, 
Hougham, nr Dover, Farmers Canterbury Pet Nov 2z 
Ord Novy 22 
Cassett, H, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham Pet Oct 31 
Nov 21 
Crisp, Wittram, Dudley, Worcestershire, Builder 
Nov 21 Ord Nov 22 
Davey, Wiiu1am Hoox, Chaucer rd, Acton, Engineer 
Brentford Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Davies, Joux, Swansea, Shipsmith Swansea Pet Nov 12 
Nov 22 
Forssk, Jounx, Market Drayton, Painter Nantwich Pet 
Novil Ord Nov 22 
Goptorton, Witt1am Hevry, Stoke Newington rd, Manu- 
of Blinds High Court Pet Nov 5 Ord 


Luton 


and Beysamin Berry, 
Ord 


Dudley 


Nov 22 
Hatinswortn, H W, Paper st, Redcross st, Manufacturer’s 
Agent High Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 22 
Houuicx, Argraur, Birmingham, Builder Birmingham 
Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Kirsy, Josern, Leicester, Butcher 
Ord Noy 21 
Lawes, Witu1am, Moulton, Lincs, Wheelwright 
boro’ et Nov 21 Ord Nov 23 


Leicester Pet Nov 20 


Peter 


Leas, F I, & Soys, South Woodferd, Portmanteau Makers } 


Court Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 28 

L&ATHERBARROW, Joux, Darlington, Durham Stockton on 
Tees Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Lewis, Moss, Spitalfields High Court Pet Nov 1 
Nov 23 

Mepuvuesr, Jonx Toomas, Limehouse, Chain Cable Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

Morrey, Jonx, Handsworth, Builder Birmingham Pet 
Nov 22 Nov 22 

Parox, Hexny, Leeds, Watchmaker Leeds 
Ord Nov 22 


Parwe-GaLLwer, Wrnpuam Harry, Ilkley, Yorks, 
gineer Pet Nové Ord Nov 22 
Penxpietoy, Josxva, —— Lanes, Slater 

Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Powst1, Davip, Aberdare, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Aberdare Pet Nov2l Ord Nov 21 
Powsgtt, Ricuarp James, Canon Pyon, Hereford, Farmer 
Pet Nov20 Ord Nov 20 
Rosinsoxy, Peter, Warrington, Slaughterer 
ov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Rosinsox, Witt1amu Dyson, Tadcaster, Yorks, Sand Mer- 
chant York Pet Nov2i Ord Nov 21 
Rocznrs, Tuomas, Chesham, Bucks, Boot Dealer Aylesbury 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Sampson, F J, Burghill rd, Sydenham, Gent 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 19 
Ssort, Frepericx Sreruenx, Parkstone, Dorset, Architect 
Poole Pet Nov20 Ord Nov 20 
Sumyver, a. ape. Xs Lincs, Engine Driver 
ov 23 Ord N 
Swarm, Taomas, ‘Warstherne, nr Burnley, Carter 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 23 
Tayrior, Frawxcis, Bournemouth, 
Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
beer ~ | Tom, St Leonard’s on Sea 
Nov 21 
Wuireneap, Grorce, Mintern st, Hoxton, Cabinet Maker 
Court Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 21 
Wruams, Ricsasp Bexsauiy, W. alditch, nr Bridport, 
a ee , Builder Dorchester Pet Nov 22 Ord 
‘ov 


Wirsiams, Witiiam, Crewe, Grocer Nantwich Pet Noy 
21 Ord Nov 21 

Wuuise, Cueistorner Tsomas, Exmuuth, Millwright 

Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Wusox, Tuomas Wittiam, Hellitield, Yorks Bradford 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Yantras, Joszpn, and James Moutison, Baker st, Portman 
sq, Ladies’ Tailors High Court Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 


Pet Nov 22 
En- 
Liverpool 


Warrington 


Greenwich 


Boston Pet 
Burnley 


House Agent Poole 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Basrorp, Hexzy Tuomas, and Srepxex Basrorp, South- 
ampton, Tailors Dec 4 at 3.15 Off Rec, 4, East st, 
Southampton 

Bassiseros, Agrave, Deal, Kent, 
Dec 6 at 9.30 Oif Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Baavsost, F W, Ipswich, Tarpaulin Manufacturer Ips- 
wice 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, 


Ipswi 
Bonsor, Jusera, Birmingham, Fishmonger Dec 6 at 11 
23, Colmore row, ‘ham 


Ord | 


Hastings Pet Nov 4 | 


Licensed Victualler | 


Burns, CHARLES ae Reading, Ladies Outfitter Dec 
8at 3 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
CassELL, Ramm RTHUR, Blackhorse rd, Deptford, 
— Dee 3at 1130 24, Railway avp, ndon 
ridge 
Curips, Patiie, Queen’s rd, Dalston, Cabinet Maker Dec 
6at2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Cotston, Artuur, Bristol, Tobacconist Dec4 at12 Of 
Ree, "Bank cbmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Coryrorta, Epmonp, Grangetown, Yorks, Farmer Dec 11 
at3 Off Rec,8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Davies, Henry, Dee fields, Staffs, Royalty Master Dec 
Satil Off Rec, Dudley 
Deats, WILLIAM EPuram, Leadenhall st, Engineer Dec 
6at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Donnetity, Witttam, Eleanor rd, Romford rd, Stratford, 
Civil Service Clerk Dec 4 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 
Dysox, Atrrep Evans, Aston, Birmingham, Plumber 
Dec 5at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Espen,, ALFRED, Barnsley, Yorks, Monumental Mason 
Dec at 10.15 Off Rec, 8, Back Regent st, Barnsley 
Fervav, Paut, Fore st, Agent Dec 3 atll Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 
Fiett, ALEXANDER, Aldersgate st 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 
France, James, Salfurd, Lancs, Baker Dec 4 at 3 Og- 
den’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Froeeatt, ALFrrep, Birmingham, Coal Dealer Dec 6at12 
23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Goovine, Wittiam Hensy, Exeter, Building Contractor 
Dec 3at3 The Castle of Exeter, Exeter 
Goopygr, Davip James, Leicester, Furniture Dealer Dec 
8at12.30 Off Rec, 1 Beiridge st, Leicester 
Grecory, Grorer, Laurence Pountney lane, EC, Merchant 
Dec 4at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 
Harzisoy, Joun, Stockton on Tees, Coal Dealer Dec 4 at 
3 Off Rec, 8, albert rd, Middlesborough 
Harrison, Wiiuiam, Clitheroe, Lancs, Cnaemist Dec 11 at 
2 County Ct house, Blackburn 
Hawkins, Henry, Cardiff, Bookseller Dec 
Ree, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Hitt, Wiiu1am, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Dec3 at 11 Off 
Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Hueco, Frepericx, Bodmin, Cornwall, Hotel Keeper Dec 
8at12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Jones, Ropert, Liverpool, Commercial Clerk Dec 4 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Matocotmson, Epwarp, Stoughton Barracks, Guildford, 
—_ Dec 3 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London 
| ridge 
Mesruin1, James, Cardiff, Grocer Dec 10 at 11 Off Rec, 
| 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Mvunpay, Epwin Suaw, Skegness, Tobacconist Dec 5 at 12 
| Off Rec, 48, High st, Boston 
Netsoyx, Jonn, Worksop, Fish Dealer Dec4at2.30 Off 
Ree, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
| Norris, James Marca, Stockton on Tees, Innkeeper Dec 
4at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Norris, Wiii1aM, King’s Norton, Wores, Grocer Dec 4 at 
11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Norroys, Sepastian, Aldersgate st, Pipe Manufacturer 
Dec 3 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Paumer, Josepn, Fontarabia rd, Clapham Common, Builder 
Dee 3 at12 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Perry, W1i114mM, Weston super Dec 4 at 11.30 Off 
Rec Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Preston, W1i114M, Dorset mews, Dorset sq, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Dec5at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Tem- 
ple avenue 
Eicuarps, Tomas, Treharris, Glam, Colliery Timberman 
Dec 4at 12 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Rosinsos, Wittiam Dyson, Boston, Spa, Yorks, Sand 
oe Dec 6 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, 
orks 
Tatton, THomas, Stoke upon Trent, Grocer 
Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
TayLor, Franc 1s, Pokesdown, Hants, House Agent Dec 
3 at 1230 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Usuer, Wiitu1am Jouyx, Manchester, Bristle Merchant 
Dec 4 at2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 
Vavueuan, Tuomas, Baschurch, Salop, Farmer Dec 3 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Shrewsbu 
Warp, Jonatuay, Sheffield, Teovhdon Dealer Dec 4at3 
Oif Ree, Figtree In, Shefiield 
| Wuites, Jonx, Burton on Trent, Painter Dec 18 at 11.30 
Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 
Wittiams, Mary, Llangollen, Denbighshire, Milliner 
Dec 3 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Wi.uixe, Curistopusr Tuomas, Exmouth, Millwright Dec 
6ati10 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Wusor, THomas Wiirax, Hellifield, Yorks Dec 5 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bredford 
WI1so0x, Henry, Whitmore, nr Newcastle, Farmer 
Dec 3 at 12 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 


Dec 4 at 2.30 Bank- 


6 at nl Off 





Dec 3 at 11 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


Austex, Ernest Srreatoy, and Gzorce Townsenp, 
Bucklersbury, Advertising Agents High Court Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Nov 21 

Berry, Aarox, Witt1aM Berry, and Benjamin Berry 
a Lancs, Brickmakers Salford Pet Nov 21 Ord 

ov 21 
| Bowsor, Josep, Birmingham, Fishmonger Birmingham 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 22 
Bromuey, Georez, and Jonm Francis Incnram Bromuzy, 
Hougham, nr Dover, Farmers Canterbury Pet Nov 
22 Ord Nov 22 
Casse.t, H, Birmingham, Tailor 
31 Ord Nov 22 
| Cuaske, Joun, Manchester, Solicitor 
June 14 Ord Nov 21 

| Crisp, ;Wittiam, Dudley, Worcs, Builder Dudley Pet 
Nov2l Ord Nov 22 

De Le.iva, Tazopore ALexanpre, Piccadilly, 
fectioner h Court Pet Aug 2 Ord Nov 21 

| Dysox, Atrrep Evans, Ashton, Birmingham, Plumber 

| Birmingham Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 22 


Birmingham Pet Oct 
Manchester Pet 





Con- 








Fierr, Avexanper, Aldersgate st High Court Pet Oct) 
11 Ord Nov2i 

Gotortnc, THomas Wautace, Abchurch lane, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Sept6 Ord Nov 20 

Graunpy, Tuomas, Ladywell rd, ee Builder Green- 
wich Pet Aug 20 Ord Oct 1 

Hesse, Max, Cheriton on Medlock, Merchant Manchester? 
Pet Sept 5 Ord Nov 21 

Hitt, Witi1am, Haughton, Staffs, Farmer Stafford Pet} 
Oct 16 Ord Nov 21 ‘ ; 

Houticx, Arruur, Birmingham, Builder Birmingham 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 22 

Horton, Witt1am Tomas, Marquis grove, tp 
Furrier High Court Pet Oct 11 Ord 

Joyxes, Rosert, I iverpool, Commercial Clerk. Sven 
Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 23 j 

Kirsy, Josern, Leicester, Butcher Leicester Pet Nov 20 
Ord Nov 21 

Lawes, Witwiam, ‘Moulton, Wheel wright 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 23 

Learaersarrow, Joun, Darlington, Lessee of a Patent 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Morrey, Jonny, Handsworth, Builder Birmingham Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Nov 23 

Patox, Henry, Leeds, Watchmaker Leeds 
Ord Nov 22 

Penpieros, Josuva, Walton, Lancs, 
Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 21 

Powe.t, Daviv, Aberdare, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Aberdare Pet Nov2l1 Ord Nov 21 

Powe.tt, Ricuarp James, Canon Tyon, Herefordshire, 
Farmer Hereford Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Rosiyson, Perer, ngs oe ye a Slaughterer War- 
rington Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 2 

Rosissox, WiLtt1am Dyson, Aad Yorks, Sand Mer- J 
chant York Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 21 ’ 

Rowe, Joun Joszpn, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Nov 
15 Ord Nov 15 

Sitvester, Acres Granam, Conduit st, Regent st, Court 
Milliner High Court Pet Nov8s Ord Nov 20 

Smeaton, James Gray, and James Wi.itam, Minories, 
EC, Engineers High Court Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 21 

Sumyer, JOHN, Digby, Lincs, Engine Driver Boston Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Swary, Tuomas, A nr Burnley, Carter 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 23 

Turver, Witit1am Jony, Edgmond, nr Newport, 
Farmer Stafford Pet Oct9 Ord Nov 21 

House Agent 


Peterborough 


Pet Nov 22 


Slater Liverpool 7 


Burnley 
Salop, 


Taytor, Francis, Pokesdown, Hampshire, 
Poole Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 19 

Warkins, James, Shirley, nr Birmingham, Accountant 

Clerk Birmingham Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 22 

Werirexean, Georce, Hoxton, Cabinet Maker High Court 
Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 23 

Witiiams, Mary Ne a Denbigh, Milliner Wrexham 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 2 

Wittrams, Ricwarp = Walditch, nr Bridport, 
Builder Dorchester Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

Witurams, Witi1am, Crewe, Grocer Nantwich and Crewe 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Wi.uine, Crristopuer Tomas, pamene, Millwright 
Exeter Pet Nov2t Ord Nov 2 

Wutsoyx, Tuomas WIt.iam, Hellifield, Yorks Bradford 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Dec. 3.—Messrs. J. A. Lumiey & Co, at the Mart, at 2, 
Reversion to Shop and Residence, 13, Curzon-street, 
Mayfair, held for 852 years; Leasehold Investment in 16, 
Castelnau-gardens, Barnes (see advt., this week, p. 5). 

Dec. 5.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp, at the Mart, 
at 2, Reversions, Policies, and Life Interests, &c. (see 
advt., this week, p. 6). 

Dec. 5.—Mr. Atrrep Ricuarps, at the Mart, at 2, Barnet 
District Gas and Water Co. £5,8:0 of D Gas Stock (see 
advt., Nov. 23, p. 6). 





All letters “ane for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticatea 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, wt is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 








EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ade MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporationpf London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerke of the P Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








